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Abstract

This study was divided into : (a) a descriptive study o f the farm resources,
management

practices,

veterinary

services

utilization,

and

socio-psychological

characteristics of Louisiana ranchers in relation to beef cattle performance, (b) a
classification o f the ranchers according to their utilization o f veterinary services with the
objective of identifying producer characteristics that are associated with frequent,
moderate, and non-use of veterinary services, and (c) identification o f factors associated
with continuing or ending beef cattle production.

The intensity of management, herd health and veterinary services utilization was
quantified by scoring and ranking indicator variables that defined these composite
variables. M ost ranchers had low mean scores for breeding practices (6.58/12.00), herd
health practices (5.72/12.00), record-keeping practices (2.66/8.00), and veterinary services
utilization (2.08/10.00). On average, the producer valued expressive and intrinsic values
just as much as economic values.

Classification of producers by veterinary services utilization resulted in 63
producers (42%) as non-users, 64 (43%) as moderate users, and 22 (15%) as frequent
users of veterinary services. Step-wise discriminant analysis selected economic values,
expressive values, record-keeping practices, herd health practices, breeding practices, and
social values as variables that highly discriminated the three groups. The frequent users

of veterinary services had the highest mean scores for economic values, record-keeping
practices, herd health practices, breeding practices, and social values. The moderate users
o f veterinary services had the highest mean scores for expressive and intrinsic values. The
model developed to classify the producers on the basis o f their veterinary services
utilization had a correct classification rate o f 86% for non-users, 72% for the moderate
users, and 86% for the frequent users.

Comparison of producers still in ranching to those who had quit ranching
demonstrated that producers who had left ranching had higher mean scores for economic
values and formal education but lower scores for feeding practices, breeding practices,
herd health practices, record-keeping practices, and social values. O f the six variables
selected by step-wise discriminant analysis, two were socio-psychological (economic and
social motivation), and two were managemental (breeding practices and feeding practices).
The model correctly classified 76% o f ranchers in production and 70% o f those who had
quit ranching.

xi

Chapter I. Introduction and Objectives
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Herd health and production programs have been developed for the beef industry
with the primary objective of improving farm performance. The recommended herd health
and production practices have generally been demonstrated to improve farm performance
(Blood, 1974; Blood et al., 1978; Radostits, 1983; Radostits and Blood, 1985). Although
it has been suggested that good husbandry is the greatest single factor in maintaining a
productive and healthy herd of cows, there has been little quantitative evidence as to the
role o f m anagement factors in herd performance and the risk o f disease.

M anagement is a complex, difficult-to-measure variable responsible for significant
production differences among dairy and beef herds that are otherwise similar. Most
approaches have simply recorded whether or not a specific management procedure occurs.
Such dichotomous categorical variables have been used for analysis o f production or
disease outcome. However, these categorical measures have the disadvantage of not
apportioning the intensity or efficiency o f a particular management procedure. Although
effort has been put into quantifying m anagem ent practices in dairy herds (Goodger et al.,
1984; Goodger et al., 1988), little work has been reported in beef herds where the
intensity o f management and record-keeping practices are different.

Most beef cattle production programs have concentrated on farm performance,
animal life events, and m anagem ent procedures while ignoring the farm m anagers’ or
producers’ socio-psychological characteristics (Blood, 1974; Blood et al., 1978; Radostits,
1983). Despite the improved farm performance by the use of recommended beef cattle

production and management practices, there still exist large variations between farms. The
difference in farm performance is related to either intrinsic animal factors or to their
environment. Factors associated with the environment include the nutritional conditions
of the animals, the physical facilities on the farm, and the overall management practices
on the farm.

Recommended production and management practices have the effect o f increasing
productivity and lowering disease occurrence. However, the adoption o f a management
procedure is linked to the recognition of its importance by the producer. The degree of
application o f the recommended practices also depends on the producer’s attitude and
motivation. It is, therefore, important to understand producers’ attitudes and motivations
to explain variations in performance between farms.

One o f the decisions producers have to make in beef cattle production is whether
or not to use the services of a veterinarian. Producers’ perception of the value of
veterinary services and the ability of the veterinarians to market their skills and services
are some of the factors that determine producers’ utilization o f veterinary services. Given
the small size of most Louisiana beef herds and the low level o f dramatic epidemic
diseases among the herds, many o f the producers may not appreciate the financial benefits
o f hiring a veterinarian. Veterinary services in the dairy industry have been evaluated and
found to have the direct effect o f increased milk output and indirectly, through changes
in management, to increase reproductive performance and reduce the incidence of mastitis

(Goodger and Kushman, 1984). Little research has been carried out on veterinary services
utilization in the beef cattle industry. Goodger (1979) and Miller et al. (1987) reported
that veterinarians spent a small proportion o f their time in beef cattle practice. In-depth
research focused on livestock enterprises that are minimal users or non-users of veterinary
services has not been carried out. Understanding characteristics o f minimal or non-users
of veterinary services may help veterinarians to adopt newer strategies in marketing their
services.

Beef cattle production studies in Louisiana have concentrated on economic
analyses of beef cattle enterprises (Comeaux, 1983; Hardy, 1983; Min, 1974). Factors that
reduce production costs and increase sale prices and therefore increase producers’ profits
have been well researched. However, enterprise budget studies o f Louisiana beef cattle
producers have concluded that, on the average, producers do not run profitable enterprises
(Comeaux, 1983, Fielder et al., 1986; Hardy, 1983). These studies assume profitmaximization to be the main goal toward which all production is oriented. However, other
values may supersede profit-maximization as the single criteria by which management
decisions are made (Gasson, 1973). The decision to stay or leave beef cattle production
may be associated with the producers’ farm resources, managemental practices, and sociopsychological characteristics. Factors other than purely economic have been considered
in research that determine why farmers remain in the farming business. In a 1977 study
to determine what factors contributed to the rapid decline in dairy herd numbers in
Louisiana, the characteristics of producers who were still in business were compared with

those who were no longer in business (Deere, 1977). The study concluded that those
dairymen who remained in business were younger, had larger herds, higher milk
production, did a more efficient jo b of record-keeping, and had a higher formal education
than those dairymen who had left the business. The study recognized the importance of
socio-demographic and socio-psychological characteristics and included them as possible
differentiating factors between the two groups.

The problem with our existing wisdom is that too much weight is given to the
profit motive for explaining producers’ decisions in their beef production enterprises. Such
decisions may include the adoption of recommended beef production practices, utilization
of veterinary services, and remaining in or leaving beef cattle production. The purpose
in this dissertation is to evaluate the association of values other than profit maximization
in the producers’ decisions to adopt the recommended beef production practices, use
veterinary services, remain in or leave beef cattle production. Toward this end my specific
objectives were:
(1)

To develop

a mechanism o f measuring and quantifying production and

management practices o f Louisiana beef cattle producers;
(2)

To describe the farm resources, management practices, herd health practices,
veterinary services utilization, and the socio-psychological characteristics of
Louisiana beef cattle producers in relation to beef cattle performance;

(3)

To classify
services;

beef cattle producers according to their utilization of veterinary

To identify characteristics o f beef cattle producers who are frequent, moderate,
and non-users o f veterinary services;
To compare the farm resources, beef cattle production and management practices,
socio-demographic, and socio-psychological characteristics o f ranchers who have
left beef cattle production to those who are still in production; and,
To identify those factors that are associated with continuing or leaving beef cattle
production by Louisiana beef cattle producers.

Chapter II. L iterature Review

Introduction
The numbers o f cattle and calves in Louisiana have been fluctuating over the
years. For example, between 1940 and 1944 cattle numbers averaged 1.3 million head.
The numbers o f cattle increased dram atically from 1950 to 1954 as the livestock industry
grew substantially during that period. W hile the number o f cattle was 1.8 million head
from 1972 to 1976, it fell to 1.33 million head in 1982 to 1986 (Fielder et al., 1986). The
number of beef brood cows declined from 674,000 in 1980 to 620,000 in 1986.

Within these gross changes, several cycles in the numbers o f cattle and calves in
Louisiana can be identified. Cycle peaks occurred in 1945, 1954, 1965, 1976, and 1982.
Beef cattle production has been characterized by periods o f expansion in cattle herds
followed regularly by shorter periods o f herd liquidation. These cycles in cattle numbers
are accompanied by cycles in cattle prices and producer income. Cattle prices are
typically lowest when cattle numbers are highest and highest when cattle numbers have
been reduced. Incomes of individual cattle producers are affected by changes in prices
through the cycle (Gilliam, 1984).

Available data indicate that cash receipts from the marketing o f cattle and calves
in the state was $179,764,000 in 1983 and $134,275,000 in 1984 (Fielder, 1986). Cash
receipts from the marketing of cattle and calves was ranked fifth in 1982, third in 1983,
and sixth in 1984 when the sales o f all agricultural commodities was considered. Total
livestock gross farm income was $699,599,000 in 1989. Gross farm income from the sale

o f cattle and calves was $244,289,000, second only to gross farm income from the sale
o f poultry and poultry products. These figures indicate that the production and marketing
o f beef cattle and calves is an im portant source o f income to Louisiana farmers.

Climate, Topography, and Soil Condition
The geographic location o f Louisiana in subtropical latitudes and its proximity to
the warm waters of the G ulf o f Mexico have a major influence on the climate o f the state.
Various surface features, such as lakes, streams, marshes, and elevation also influence
local weather patterns. Summer weather in Louisiana is dominated by moist maritime
tropical air carried over the state by prevailing southerly winds. The warm moist air
creates conditions for afternoon and evening thunderstorms. During the cooler seasons of
the year conditions are more variable as the state is subjected alternatively to warm
tropical maritime air and cold polar continental air (Newton, 1972).

Louisiana has one of the highest annual rates o f rainfall in the United States.
Annual rainfall varies from 48 inches in the northwest to 64 inches in the southeast.
Generally, precipitation increases from north to south and from west to east because of
the influence of the warm moist air from the G ulf o f Mexico.

Summer temperatures in Louisiana normally range from 85°F to 95°F during the
afternoons and from 65°F to 75°F during the early morning hours. W inter temperatures
usually vary from 55°F to 65°F during the afternoons and from 35°F to 45°F in the early
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morning hours. The southern part o f the state is usually cooler during the summer and
warmer during the winter than the northern part because of the stronger influence o f the
G ulf of M exico (Newton, 1972; Reiling and W eigm an, 1979).

M ild temperatures are important to Louisiana agriculture since they result in a
relatively long growing season. The growing season or the number o f days between the
last freeze in the spring and the first freeze in fall, varies from about 220 days in the
northern part o f the state to 350 days in the extreme south.

There are approximately 31 million acres o f total area in Louisiana. The lakes,
streams, and other water bodies account for about 2.7 million acres or about 9 percent of
the total area. Salt water and fresh water marshlands in the extreme southern part o f the
state cover about 3.7 million acres, thus, water covers about 20 percent o f the total area
o f Louisiana (Reiling and W eigman, 1979).

Geologically, Louisiana is a newly formed area and its soils were formed as
submarine deposits. Five physiographic classification exist in the state; uplands, bluffs,
alluvial plains, prairies, and marshes, each formed in successive stages in the geological
process (Lytle, 1968).

The uplands consist o f low, rolling, pine-covered hills and are designated
"uplands" only in contrast to the low-lying land in the rest of the state. The uplands are
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located in three areas: north o f Lake Ponchartrain and east o f the Mississippi River, west
o f the Red River and in the north-central part o f the state, between the Red and the
Ouachita rivers. The bluffs are on the southern fringe o f the uplands, while the alluvial
plains are in the flood plains o f rivers, particularly the Mississippi, the Ouachita, and the
Red River. Prairies are most common in the southern part of the state, especially the
southwest. The prairies are also important areas for agricultural production, especially of
rice, soybeans, and cattle. The land bordering the G ulf o f Mexico is classified as "coastal
marshlands" soils where rice is grown within a few miles of the gulf and native cattle
graze the marshlands in Southwest Louisiana.

Soil fertility varies throughout the state. Some o f it is low in natural fertility,
especially the soils o f the upland regions. On the other hand, the soils in the deltas o f the
Mississippi, Red, and Ouachita rivers have a high plant nutrient level. The soils of the
prairie area in Southwest Louisiana are clay and clay loam. Peat-like soils exist in the
coastal marshlands (Schumacher et al., 1988).

Beef Cattle Production and Management
General Comments:
Cattle and calves are produced in all areas of Louisiana. However, the largest
number of cattle and calves are found in: (a) the Red River cotton, cattle, and soybean
area, (b) the Mississippi Delta cotton, soybean and beef area, and (c) the southeast dairy,
poultry, truck crop and pine area (Reiling and W eigman, 1979).
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The most common method o f beef cattle production in Louisiana is the cow -calf
system. It is practiced in all areas o f the state, on different soil types, and at different
levels of intensity and management. The producers maintain and breed a herd of brood
cows and sell the calves as weanlings. Most cow -calf production in Louisiana is a
secondary or tertiary enterprise with the aim o f generating supplemental income. Factors
for profit or loss in a cow-calf operation are weaned calf-crop percent, weaning or sale
weight of calves, and price received per hundred pounds. Thus, high reproductive rates,
heavy weaning weights, though buyers prefer light weight calves, and low cow
maintenance costs are necessary for low break-even costs which provide an opportunity
for profit. Most of these calves are sold at local auction markets and then shipped out of
state for fattening (Chapman, 1984; Butler, 1974).

Another system of beef cattle production is known as the winter-stocker system.
This involves grazing weanling or yearling cattle to heavier weights on lush pasture. This
system is based on a favorable winter grazing season for rye-grass, oats, and wheat. These
forages provide high-quality pasture from Novem ber to May and are capable of increasing
the weights of animals being grazed to profitable levels. The principle behind the winterstocker system is to profit on the increased animal weights produced at comparatively low
pasture costs. The major factors influencing profit from a stocker operation are final sale
price, purchase price and level o f daily or seasonal weight gain (Bagley and Schupp,
1988; Schupp, 1975).
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A small percentage (about 10 percent) o f the beef cattle producers in Louisiana
are engaged in pure-bred or seedstock cattle production with the primary objective of
selling bulls to producers engaged in the commercial cow -calf business. The seedstock
producer is, as a general rule, a m em ber o f the national association in which he registers
his cattle. In many instances he also belongs to state or regional subsidiaries o f the
organization (Chapman, 1984).

Herd Sizes:
The beef cow -calf production sector has always included many producers with
many small herds. In 1974, only one year before the US beef cow inventory reached an
all-time high, for example, one-fourth o f all cow -calf herds included fewer than 10 brood
cows, and almost half contained fewer than 20 cows. The median herd size was 40 cows
(Gilliam, 1984). Two-thirds o f all herds in the South had fewer than 20 cows in 1978.
The sizes of herds in Louisiana are generally small with the number of brood cows
ranging from 20 to 50 cows. As a result few producers depend on them for their primary
source o f income (Comeaux, 1983; Hardy, 1983).

Beef Cattle Breeds:
Louisiana has many different kinds of beef cattle varying from the Longhorn
introduced by the Spanish in the 17th century, the British and Zebu types introduced into
the 19th century, to the Continental breeds imported in the 20th century. Most o f the
m ajor American breeds and types, formed by crossing some of the above strains, are also
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present. In addition, unclassified, mixed types have also evolved. The Brahman (Bos
indicus) is common especially in Southern Louisiana. Examples o f British breeds are the
Angus, Devon, Hereford, and Shorthorn. The Continental breeds include the Charolais,
Chianina, Gelbvieh, and Simmental. The American breeds are based on crosses o f the
Brahman and the British or Continental breeds. Beefmaster, Santa Gertrudis, Charbray,
Brahmousin, and Simbrah are examples of the American breeds (Fowler, 1979).

In addition to the above mentioned breed types, a current trend in Louisiana is to
produce "certified" FI females for use in commercial herds. An F I is the first cross of
two purebred breeds. Although the term "FI" is legitimately applied to the first cross of
any two breeds, it is almost synonymous with Brahman x Continental crosses in the G ulf
Coast area. The Brahman F I female is very much in demand among Louisiana producers
because of its increased fertility, milk production, and longevity (Chapman, 1984; Fowler,
1979).

Feeding o f B eef Cattle:
Most feed nutrients in beef cow -calf production come from grazed forages. Forage
availability and quality affect reproductive efficiency, calf weaning weights, and growth
rates o f young animals. Permanent pastures of warm season perennial grasses provide a
major portion of the grazing for beef cattle herds in Louisiana. The perennial pastures are
largely composed of bahiagrass, bermudagrass, dallisgrass, or a combination o f these
grasses. Bahiagrass is extensively grown in parishes with light-textured and upland soils.
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Dallisgrass is produced either alone or in mixtures with bermudagrass on alluvial soils
and the more fertile upland soils throughout the state. Bermudagrass or its hybrid is
grown throughout the state for both grazing and hay-harvesting (Chapman, 1987; Fowler,
1979).

Permanent pastures may contain re-seeding stands of clovers which extend the
grazing season, improve forage quality and return atmospheric nitrogen to the soil.
Research on various pasture programs has indicated that young Brahman x Native
commercial cows grazing clover-grass pastures had a 19 percent higher calving rate and
a 15 percent higher weaning weight than similar cows grazing all grass pasture when bred
to the same bulls (Knox et al., 1982). Heifers grazed from weaning to two years of age
on clover-grass pasture had a 13 percent higher weaning rate than heifers raised on all
grass pasture. As a result of the increased reproduction rate, heifers raised on clover-grass
pastures weaned 16 percent more pounds o f calf per cow than those raised on grass
pasture alone.

Summer annual pastures provide good temporary grazing or can be used for hay
production. Temporary summer pastures o f millet or sorghum-sudangrass hybrids are
planted for emergency grazing by classes o f animals that need very high forage quality.
Millets usually do better on lighter textured, upland soils. The sorghum-sudangrass
hybrids are more productive on heavier textured, alluvial soils (Chapman, 1984; Chapman,
1987; Hardy, 1983).

16

W inter annual pastures are usually planted in the fall to provide supplementary
winter grazing for beef cattle animals. Some o f the more important winter annuals are
ryegrass, rye, and oats. For Northern Louisiana, about 78 percent o f the producers have
reported planting some type of winter pastures (Hardy, 1983). Planting o f pastures is
carried out by either sodseeding or the use o f prepared seedbed pastures. Sodseeding
refers to seeding an annual pasture over a permanent pasture and usually very little or no
soil preparation is carried out before or after planting. The annual prepared seedbed
pastures are those which involve some type o f soil preparation such as disking and soil
conditioning. The quality of pastures is improved by the application of lime and fertilizers
in order to provide adequate nutrients for good plant growth. Unfavorable soil pH or low
fertility often lead to poor productivity and weed growth. The amount of lime and
fertilizers needed and the kind of fertilizer required can best be determined by soil testing
(Trenkle and Willham, 1977).

Thus, the types of forages in Louisiana can be categorized as follows: (1) summer
permanent improved, (2) summer permanent native, (3) summer annuals, (4) winter
annuals prepared seedbed, and (5) winter annuals sodseeded. The summer permanent
pastures, however, provide the longest growing season and greatest grazing quantity of
all forages used by the cow-calf producer.

Although beef cattle are kept on pasture throughout the year, few producers
depend on grazing alone to furnish an adequate year-round supply of forage for their
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cattle. Growth or nutritive content of pasture and range plants frequently varies enough
during the year, due to temperature or m oisture fluctuations, so that the provision of
adequate grazing during the non-productive periods would require too much area per cow
to be economically feasible. Thus, m ost producers feed some harvested forages,
predominantly hay, almost every year. Most producers harvest part or all of their annual
supply from surplus pasture or range growth during peak growing periods or from land
used primarily for hay production (Chapman, 1983; Fielder et al., 1986; Reiling and
W eigman, 1979).

In 1985, 320,000 acres o f hay were harvested with an average o f 2.32 tons o f hay
per acre and a total o f 741,000 tons of hay in Louisiana (Fielder et al. 1986). Feeding on
any fair-quality forage will provide enough energy to meet maintenance requirements;
however, it may be deficient in several important nutrients, including protein, minerals,
and vitamins. Supplementation o f roughage rations thus may be carried out with feeding
cottonseed meal and salt, protein blocks and urea molasses (Schupp, 1975).

Some producers practice creep feeding by providing supplemental feed to calves
before weaning. In recent years, creep feeding has been thought o f as a part of a
preconditioning program just before weaning (Gilliam, 1984).
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Breeding and Calving Practices:
Poor reproductive performance in beef cow herds is characterized by long calving
seasons and low calf crops (Wiltbank, 1983; W iltbank et al., 1961). The largest losses in
potential calf crop production have been demonstrated to be: (1) failure to conceive or
early embryonic death before the first pregnancy check, and (2) death of the calf at or
shortly after the time of birth (W iltbank et al., 1961). The same study showed that the
proportion o f cows conceiving could be increased by shortening the interval from calving
to first estrus, increasing the proportion o f cows conceiving at first estrus, and keeping
herds free from Vibrio fetus. An overall reproductive management plan should be decided
upon by a producer and his consulting veterinarian. The plan should have enough
flexibility to allow for year to year variations and differences in management abilities of
producers (Rice, 1984).

In order for beef cows to calve at suitable periods during the year, restricted
breeding is often recommended. Restricting the breeding season is accomplished by
separating bulls from cows during most times of the year. In Louisiana, the two main
calving seasons are spring and fall. In addition to the spring and fall calving period, some
producers carry out a combination o f spring and fall calving and year-round calving
practices (Comeaux, 1983; Hardy, 1983). The advantages o f short breeding seasons
include:

(1) choice grazing or extra feed can be provided to both cows and bulls

immediately before and during a short breeding season to ensure that they are in top
health and physical condition; (2) little extra time is required to observe the herd carefully
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for breeding problems such as bull injuries, illness, or return to heat by cows which have
been mated; (3) accidental breeding o f young heifer calves is avoided; (4) less labor is
required to provide extra attention to the cows during the calving season; (5) calving can
be better timed to match availability o f grazing or other feed resources and to avoid
periods of unfavorable weather; and (6) calves that are almost o f the same age are more
uniform in size and appearance at sale time and often sell for higher average prices. Thus,
most successful producers practice a breeding season period o f three months or less
(Gilliam, 1984).

Ratio o f Cows and Sexually M ature Heifers to Bulls in the Herd:
A healthy, vigorous mature herd bull might be expected to breed 50 or more cows
during a three month period under ideal conditions. One bull for 20 to 30 cows is usually
recommended as conditions are seldom ideal (Radostits and Blood, 1985; Trenkle and
Willham, 1977). For cow -calf producers, selection o f a bull for their herds should be done
after evaluating marketing options and then choosing a breed consistent with those options
but distantly related to the predominant breed represented in the females. If the females
are British breeds (Hereford, Angus, Shorthorn, Devon, etc.), or British crosses, the
Brahman or American breed bulls (Barzona, Beefmaster, Simbrah, Brangus, Santa
Gertrudes etc.) are suitable choices (Fowler, 1962).

Cross-bred bulls are needed for some specific breeding programs. In very difficult
environments, cross-bred bulls tend to resist stress better than some purebreds. In hot,
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humid coastal areas of Louisiana, Brahman-cross bulls have been used for years
(Chapman, 1983).

Use o f Artificial Insemination (Al) in B eef Cow -Calf Herds:
Use o f artificial insemination (Al) in beef cow -calf herds increased during the late
seventies in the US. Previously, producers were discouraged from using A l in beef cows
because o f the extra labor needed to detect cows in heat on open pasture and range and
then to confine individual cows for insemination. This problem was partially overcome
with the approval for the use of hormonal materials that could be injected to synchronize
estrus (Trenkle and W illham, 1977).

Three percent of all producers in the South used Al on at least some of their brood
cows in 1980. The percentage of producers using this form o f breeding practice increased
with the size of the cow herd and was especially high for medium and large herds
(Gilliam, 1984).

Herd Health Programs:
A health program can be defined as a planned and coordinated approach to
achieving and maintaining optimal health and productive efficiency o f livestock; optimal
being defined in relation to the objectives o f a herd ow ner (Blood et al., 1978). In general
it can be taken that the objective o f the farm er is to maximize the net return from his
livestock enterprise, and to reduce fluctuation in income between years. The specific
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nature o f a beef herd health program will vary widely, depending on the size of the herd,
whether the herd is managed intensively or extensively, and the production and financial
goals o f the owner.

The primary objective o f a beef breeding herd is to produce one calf per cow per
year. In order to get one calf per cow per year, it is necessary to restrict the breeding and
calving seasons to 42 to 63 days, obtain a 100 percent pregnancy rate, and 100 percent
weaned calf crop each year. Obviously, this does not occur in most beef herds. In the
majority o f beef herds, the bulls are left out with the cows and heifers for 3.5 to 6
months. Such a long breeding season will result in a high pregnancy rate, but there also
will be a high percentage of cows and heifers that are late in-calf and become pregnant
even later the following year.

In a well managed beef cow -calf herd, there are at least four strategic times during
the year when certain animal health activities occur and when plans are made for other
events that will occur. These four strategic times are: (1) breeding period and summer
pasture, (2) weaning o f calves and diagnosis o f pregnancy, (3) winter feeding and holding
period, and (4) calving season. A programmed health schedule will help to coordinate
these procedures and develop effective plans. In addition, an effective record-keeping
system will enable the producer to follow production levels throughout the year and to
make changes and modifications in animal m anagement when indicated (Radostits, 1983).
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Reducing or eliminating losses from diseases and parasites is one o f the major
goals of an efficient herd health program. The major reproductive diseases for beef cattle
are brucellosis, leptospirosis, virus diarrhoea, infectious bovine rhinotracheitis, and
infectious vulvovaginitis. Other reproductive conditions include metritis, retained placenta,
ovarian disorders, and other reproductive disorders. Infectious diseases which may be of
concern to cattlemen are blackleg, anthrax, anaplasmosis, clover bloat, pink eye, and
trichomoniasis. Reproductive diseases also occur in the bull where in most cases the bull
acts as a earner (Hoffpauir, 1970).

Internal and external parasites o f beef cattle are responsible for serious monetary
losses unless preventive and control measures are applied. External parasites o f concern
for cattlemen are hornflies, lice, grubs, blowflies, and stableflies. Internal parasites
(gastro-intestinal worms and liverflukes) are also a serious problem (Chapman, 1984;
Hugh-Jones and Womack, 1983). In the fiscal year 1977-78, it was estimated that losses
due to liver condemnation in slaughtered cows and calves totalled $244,000. When this
loss was combined with reduced weight gain and death in cows and calves, the total loss
was estimated to be $1,647,000 for the state o f Louisiana (Malone et al., 1980).

In summary, an effective herd health program should contain: (1) vaccination or
immunization schedules for calves, weaned stocker and yearling cattle, brood cows, and
bulls, and specifications for products to be used, (2) m oving purchased stock in clean,
disinfected trucks, (3) recommendations for isolating sick and newly purchased cattle, (4)
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feeding o f cattle so that they receive an adequate intake o f all the essential nutrients to
meet their individual nutritional needs for healthy growth and production, (5) an internal
parasite control program (gastro-intestinal worms and liverflukes), (6) an external parasite
control program (flies, mosquitoes, grubs and lice), (7) procedures to use in case of an
outbreak o f diseases such as anaplasmosis, grass tetany, and calf scours, (8) a procedure
for handling abortions and identifying their cause, and (9) recommendations for coping
with calving problems.

Veterinary utilization:
In many countries, beef cattle producers operate on a low-input, low-realization
basis. Thus, many beef cattle producers are not interested in practices such as artificial
insemination and certainly not in controlled breeding efforts, which require financial
outlays for drugs, quality semen, and improved facilities (Radostits and Blood, 1985).
Producers’ perceptions of the value of veterinary services and the ability o f the
veterinarians to market their skills and services are some of the factors that determine
producers’ utilization o f veterinary services. In a study to determine producers’ perception
o f veterinary use in dairy cattle production, it was found that dairy operators limited the
use of veterinarians to traditional individual animal treatment and traditional preventive
medicine such as pregnancy checks, fertility work, and vaccinations (Goodger and
Ruppanner, 1982b). The veterinarian was not viewed as a primary source of information
on nutrition, dairy management, or business management.

In dairy production,

nutritionists, management consultants, extension specialists, inseminators, dairy herd
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improvement consultants, economists, and bankers have provided specialized services to
the dairy operator thus creating increased competition among herd health care and
management providers. On the other hand, the veterinary profession has turned its
attention to companion animal care in mostly urban areas. As a result o f historical
changes in the dairy industry, and shift o f veterinarians into companion animal care in
mostly urban areas, the expertise of the veterinarian is being replaced by the expertise of
a number o f highly specialized consultants, many without the veterinarian’s understanding
of the whole animal (Goodger and Ruppanner, 1982a).

Various reasons have been suggested for the low utilization o f veterinary services
in the beef cattle industry. The ability o f the ranchers to purchase drugs and be
misinformed about the economic value o f veterinary services have been cited. In a 1976
study on the use of veterinary services among 54 beef farmers in two areas o f Western
Australia, it was concluded that beef producers generally do not appear to carry out
animal production or animal health procedures aimed at improved productivity, and that
those producers who carry out animal production procedures do so with little veterinary
advice (Jones et al.,1979). It has also been suggested that the incentive for the profession
to supply veterinary services to the beef cattle industry may be minimal because of
competition from other animal sectors such as companion animal, the lack of innovative
methods to control herd disease problems, and the end o f traditional food animal practice
in an essentially urbanized society (Goodger and Ruppanner, 1982b).
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Economic Aspects of Beef Cow-Calf Production In Louisiana
B eef cattle production is an important component o f Louisiana agriculture. In
1989, gross income from livestock for the state was $699,599,000 which was 28% of
gross income from all agricultural enterprises (Table II-1). O f the $699,599,000 gross
farm income from livestock, $244,289,000 (35%) was from the sale o f cattle and calves
(Table II-2).

Although beef cattle production is the second most important livestock enterprise
in terms o f gross farm income, most beef cattle producers do not make profits from their
operations. Most o f the beef cattle operations in the state are composed o f small family
farms with an average of 20 to 50 brood cows. Income from the sale of cattle usually
supplements other forms of income (Fielder et al., 1986; Comeaux, 1983; Hardy, 1983)

The cow-calf method o f beef cattle production is the dominant system in
Louisiana. The second method o f beef cattle production is known as the winter stocker
system. This form o f beef cattle production involves grazing weanling or yearling cattle
to heavier weights on lush pastures such as ryegrass, oats, and wheat during the favorable
winter grazing season. The objective is to profit on the increased animal weights produced
at comparatively low pasture costs. Low break-even prices result from low purchase
prices, high weight gains and low production and pasture costs. About 10 percent o f the
beef cattle producers in Louisiana are engaged in purebred or seedstock cattle production.
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C ow -calf production is the first stage o f the rather lengthy production process
resulting in retail beef. About 2 to 2.5 years usually elapse between the breeding o f beef
cows and heifers and the time when the resulting beef is available for retail sale. A
decision by a cow-calf producer to expand production may not result in additional retail
beef for another 4.5 years. To expand production means retaining and breeding heifers
that would have been available for slaughter. Expanded production causes beef production
to decrease before it increases. On the other hand, to reduce production, cow -calf
producers normally retain fewer heifers for breeding and/or cull more brood cows than
would be feasible if output were to be maintained. Slaughter o f these additional cattle
causes beef output to initially increase and then decline (Boykin et al., 1980; Petritz et
al., 1982).

Average production costs and prices received for feeder calves are major profit
factors in cow -calf production. Feeder cattle prices are affected by prices paid for cattle
ready to be slaughtered which, in turn, are affected by consum er demand for beef as
reflected in retail beef prices. Actions on the part o f the cow -calf producers to increase
or decrease production in response to high or low beef prices are slow in taking effect.
This helps to explain the periodic swings in beef cattle numbers, a phenomenon termed
the cattle cycle (Boykin et al., 1980). The typical fluctuations which were characteristic
of the cattle cycles of the past years are much less obvious now. Total cow numbers are
changing less dramatically. Currently, profit and loss depend more on buying and selling
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on advantageous markets within a season rather than on annual market trends (Bagley and
Schupp, 1988).

In Louisiana, most cow -calf operators have their calves bom and weaned in the
fall. This results in most calves being ready for weaning about the same time o f the year.
Prices received for 450-pound calves are lowest ($268.00) in Novem ber to December.
Calves of the same weight would sell for 32% more ($353.00) in May to June, when the
number o f calves sold is lower (Bagley and Schupp, 1988). Thus, prices fluctuate widely
and are affected by season and year. The current cattle cycle allows for high prices o f
calves and good opportunities to make profits.

Numerous studies related to the economic aspects o f beef cattle production in
Louisiana have been reported (Min, 1974: Carpenter et al., 1979; Comeaux, 1983; Hardy,
1983; Knox et al., 1980; Knox et al., 1982). A study in the Southwest Louisiana Rice area
found that beef cattle enterprises were competitive with alternative farm enterprises.
Purchasing cattle for the feedlot was found not to be competitive. However, winter
grazing o f calves without supplem ental grain was found to be the most profitable beef
production system in the area (Da Silva, 1973).

Another study found that beef cattle could compete with soybeans at the then
existing price levels if changes in the production systems occurred, such as raising winter
calves on ryegrass to be sold in the spring at heavier weights. It was also noted that
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product prices play a dominant role in deciding the profitability o f these enterprises (Knox
et al., 1980).

Beef cattle enterprises on most farms in Louisiana are based on a forage system
dependant mainly on grazing on pastures, hay with some concentrates, and protein
supplements fed during the winter. In a study in which the state was divided into areas
by soil type and enterprise combinations, it was concluded that forage production and land
costs were the main factors affecting differences in calf production costs between
management systems and land costs. The state was divided into: (a) Northern Hill Area,
(b) Southeastern Coastal Plain Area, (c) Central and Northern Alluvial Area, and (d)
Southwest Rice Area. It was found that the Southwest Rice Area had a distinct advantage
over the other three areas for producing weaned and winter-grazed calves because it had
the lowest forage production costs, including land costs (Min, 1974).

In a survey among beef cattle producers in the Southwest Rice Area to estimate
costs and returns of beef producers in 1977, it was concluded that the level o f return for
the average beef cattle herd was too low to provide a return for labor, market return to
investment, and replacement of machinery and livestock equipment. In the same study,
when average cost and return budgets were developed for three different herd sizes, the
average small herd failed to cover cash operating costs (W oolf et al., 1978).

29

However, Carpenter et al. (1979) showed that increased stocking rates and a shift
to fall calving would yield greater net returns to land and management. The forage
program used had a substantial effect upon the cost o f production and the producer’s
ability to compete for resources.

Most beef cattle producers are engaged in more than one type o f agricultural
enterprise. Soybean, cotton, sugarcane, timber, rice, and other agricultural commodities
compete for a farm ’s land, labor, capital, and management. The producer should,
therefore, be aware of the physical requirements and expected returns from alternative
enterprises because changes occurring in one enterprise may influence other enterprises.
The farm ’s profitability is determined by its current enterprise mix, the prices and
quantities o f inputs for each enterprise, and by the prices and quantities o f output
produced. Rising input costs, heavily affected by energy costs, and changes in demand
for these inputs have caused the cost o f producing beef cattle to escalate in recent years
(Penson et al., 1986).

A study was conducted to compare returns from three intensive cow -calf
management systems with returns from cotton and soybean production at the Red River
Experiment station. The intensive stocking program producing FI calves (first generation
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cross between two breeds) using creep grazing was competitive with soybean for land use
under the management levels assumed in the study. It was also concluded that product
prices play a dominant role in deciding the profitability o f these enterprises (Knox et al.,
1980).

Utilizing 1981 producer surveys, two studies were carried out to analyze the costs
of producing and marketing weanling calves in Northern and Southern Louisiana.
Northern Louisiana was divided into alluvial and non-alluvial soil regions and costs of
producing weanling calves for representative producer situations were evaluated.
Livestock performance rates were identified by area, herd size and season. Southern
Louisiana was divided into the southeast and southwest regions. The two studies
concluded that: (a) production costs were highest for small herds in the non-alluvial soil
area, (b) costs were higher in the non-alluvial area primarily due to forage costs, (c) costs
decreased as cow herd size increased in both regions due to labor efficiency and greater
use o f equipment, and, (d) herd size was a stronger determinant o f costs than area
difference. The studies further concluded that production o f weanling calves was not a
profitable enterprise in 1982 for the majority o f the farms surveyed (Comeaux, 1983;
Hardy, 1983).

Budgets for 1986 which estim ated costs and returns for sixteen beef cattle
situations reflecting two stocking rates for each of two herd sizes o f four geographic areas
were developed based on 435-pound weanling calves, 80% calf crop weaned, and 10%
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replacement rate. Stocking rate was divided into intensive and typical stocking rates
whereby the forage programs for the intensive stocking rate reflected those reported by
the most intensive 20% of the farmers reporting in each area. Herds o f less than 25
animals were considered small and those with 25 and more animals were considered
large. The geographic areas were: (i) North alluvial, (ii) North non-alluvial, (iii) South
west, and (iv) South-east.

Returns per cow above direct costs varied from a loss of

$12.79 in large herds with typical stocking rate in Southwest Louisiana, to a loss o f
$313.25 in small herds with typical stocking rates in the South-east Louisiana area.
Returns per cow above specified costs (excluding land, risk, and overhead) varied from
a loss o f $123.45 in large herds with intensive stocking in the South-west area to a loss
of $584.53 in small herds with typical stocking rate in the South-east area. These statistics
indicate that cow -calf operators do not run profitable enterprises and losses depend on
herd size and geographical location within the state (Boucher and Huffman, 1986).

The studies on the economics o f beef cattle production in the state have
emphasized factors that reduce production costs and increase sale prices o f cattle and
calves thereby maximizing the producers profits. These studies assume that the producer’s
goal is profit maximization. These studies ignore other socio-psychological characteristics
o f producers which may be just as important or even more important in some cases than
making a profit.
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The Historical Aspects of Beef Cattle Production In Louisiana

History o f Cattle Production in Louisiana:
Importation of domesticated livestock into Louisiana by the French colonists in
the early part o f the eighteenth century was almost negligible.

Iberville, a French

Canadian, on his first expedition in 1699, brought a small num ber o f bulls, cows, hogs,
poultry, and sheep but by 1704, the animal census showed only 9 oxen, 14 cows, and 4
bulls. Later attempts were made to get cattle from the English Carolinas but these failed
(W illiamson, 1940).

W hile Louisiana was under Spanish dominion (1763-1800), cattle herds numbering
as many as 2,000 head each were driven from the mission ranges o f Texas down the San
Antonio River to stock the Louisiana territory. In turn, during the 1800’s, more cattle
were brought into Texas from W estern Louisiana than from any other state. These cattle
were o f predominantly Spanish breeding (Fowler, 1979).

In 1842, driving cattle to New Orleans began and the city became the chief market
for cattle originating from Texas although there were some from Louisiana. Some herds
were driven to Shreveport and from there shipped down the Red River to New Orleans.
During the same period some cattle were shipped to Chicago and other northern markets.
However, the northern movement o f southern cattle caused an epidemic o f Texas fever

33

among the native cattle and as a result the northward drive o f cattle was checked
(Dalrymple, 1905).

W ith the outbreak o f the civil war and cessation o f the northward movement of
cattle, there was a tremendous multiplication o f cattle in the south during the four years
o f war. After the civil war, cattle production remained underdeveloped until the first
world war.To improve the quality o f livestock, the state introduced, through county
agents, 810 registered bulls, 2,897 pure bred cows and 21,841 grade cows. During the
period 1915-1920, the Iberia Livestock Experiment Farm, together with the Extension
Service of the Department of Agriculture, tried to control the cattle tick (Boophilus
microplus). Many parishes were cleared o f the tick by 1920 but became reinfected later
due poorly administered quarantine measures. Continued prevalence o f the cattle fever
tick proved a serious handicap to cattle production. Deeply rooted prejudices against the
essential practice o f cattle dipping had to be overcome and another decade would elapse
before public opinion could be won and definite progress in developing better livestock
claimed. Effort and time by extension specialists was devoted to educational meetings and
immunizing young cattle but the method failed.

A more effective method to arouse public consciousness to the importance o f the
subject was started by involving rural young people in 4-H calf clubs. These young
people, under the direction o f extension service specialists, were taught the fundamentals
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of better cattle production. They were taught the principles of cattle dipping, proper care
and feeding o f cattle, and methods o f improving breeds (W illiamson, 1940).

In 1930, a legislative measure was adopted which provided a state-wide tick
eradication law. However, no funds were available to administer the act until 1932 when
the Louisiana Cattlem en’s Association was formed and funds were obtained through
taxation of meat and dairy products. By 1936, Louisiana had 1,670,000 head o f beef cattle
grazing 2,324,000 acres o f permanent pasture and 22,000,000 acres o f range land. The
large proportion of cattle using range pasture was partially responsible for the low average
farm value o f $19.40 per head. The beef cattle extension specialists advised producers to
improve their cattle through the use o f improved bulls and better winter care. As a result
over 900 pure bred bulls were brought into the state and approximately 1,000 grade bulls
were shifted from one owner to another (Williamson, 1940). This laid the foundation for
the present day beef cattle industry in Louisiana.

Socio-psychological Aspects of Livestock Production

Various studies on the socio-psychological characteristics o f fanners in explaining
variation among farm performances have been carried out (Wilcox, 1932; Pond and
Wilcox, 1932; Wilcox et al., 1932; Hess and Miller, 1954; Hobbs et al., 1964; Blackburn
et al., 1982). As far back as 1932, W. W. W ilcox (1932) studied 72 farmers in Minnesota
and suggested the importance of human factors in farm management. Although most of
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the variation in income was explained in terms o f technical efficiency o f production and
marketing, there was still the question o f what caused the remaining unexplained
differences. He suggested that the human factor could provide the answers to these
unexplained differences (Wilcox, 1932; Pond and W ilcox, 1932; W ilcox et al., 1932).
Hess and Miller (1954) conducted a study to:

(a) determine the factors or conditions

responsible for the deviation of the level o f performance on farms from some "feasible”
standard of performance, and (b) to determine reasons why operators had not taken the
necessary steps or measures to improve their farm performance. The study concentrated
on the role o f knowledge, capital rationing and certain psychological and social factors
in explaining farm ers’ actions or lack o f action. Hobbs et al. (1964) investigated the
process of farm management and related factors hypothesized to be associated with the
individual’s performance of the management function to criteria o f economic productivity
o f the farm firm. The study analyzed the relationship o f m anagers’ values and attitudes
to the goals toward which their actions were directed, and to the m anagers’approach to
and performance of the management function of decision-making.

In dealing with work on human factors and farm management, some workers
developed models o f the possible interrelationship o f the variables used in their studies.
MacEachern et al. (1962) developed a simple model in which he postulated that
management was not a unique indivisible entity, but that it was a function o f several
abilities and motivations called factors. The study concluded that these factors were
interrelated and, depending on their weights and the quantity o f each factor present,

36

determined the level o f managerial ability of farm operators. Hobbs et al. (1964)
postulated another simplified model in which an operator’s actions were a function of his
individual values, his biological capacities and limitations, and the situation in which he
acted. It was further postulated that the economic productivity o f entrepreneurs varied
directly with an economically rational value orientation, with their relative perceptual and
cognitive abilities, and with salient elements of their situation. Nielson (1962) developed
a model similar to that of Hobbs and coworkers but further refined it to include
managerial behavior and some feedback processes.
A study was carried out among small-farm operators in Ontario, Canada, to
identify economic and behavioral characteristics affecting their farm performance and
adjustment to a modernized agriculture (Blackburn et al., 1982). It was concluded that,
generally, behavioral characteristics tended to be more restrictive on farm performance
than ownership of physical resources, with risk aversion appearing as a dominant
behavioral constraint.

Although farm ers’ socio-psychological characteristics are crucial in explaining
variation among farm performances, they have received little attention in animal health
and animal production in general (Muggen, 1969). Cosby and Frank (1978), in developing
a prestige scale for agriculture and agricultural related occupations among university
students in the south-east region of the United States, found that cattle raising was
classified as a high-prestige occupation. It was concluded that cattle raising was ranked
high because it was regarded as a highly romanticized occupation.
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In farm animal health and production, a number o f researchers have implicated the
farm manager as a factor associated with variation in farm perform ance (Martin et al.,
1975; Bigras-Poulin et al., 1984a; Bigras-Poulin et al., 1984b; Tarabla and Dodd, 1984).
Data on calf mortality, calving site, calf-rearing facilities, and calf management
procedures were collected and analyzed for a small convenient sample o f sixteen dairy
herds in Tulare County, California. It was found that calf m anagem ent personnel was the
only factor significantly related to the mortality rate, with few er death losses on farms
where the ow ner managed the calves than on farms where the employees performed these
duties (Martin et al., 1975). A study to investigate farm m anagers’ socio-psychological
characteristics and management policies in South-western Ontario dairy farms indicated
that farm m anagers’ attitudes were important when studying farm performance (BigrasPoulin et al., 1984a; Bigras-Poulin et al., 1984b). Using a m ultiple linear regression
analysis, eight dependent variables were used to measure farm performance. The
dependent variables were: retained placenta (%), metritis (%), ovarian disorders (%), other
reproductive disorders (%), calving interval (months), culling (%), and herd breed class
average (BCA) for fat and milk. In the best regression model for the first six dependent
variables, the group of socio-psychological variables explained between 10.3% and 24.5%
of the variation in the dependent variables as compared to 0% and 15.5% for the
management group of variables. The socio-psychological variables were divided into
socio-demographic and psychological variables. The

socio-demographic

variables

included: number of years of farming experience, level o f formal education, number of
farm dependents, days of off-farm work in a year, number of acres of worked land, total
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number of dairy females in a herd, and average hours o f continuing education per month
whereas psychological variables included satisfaction with farming, value orientation,
aspirations, basic needs and self concept. The study concluded that attitudes o f farmers
are important and should be considered before proposing m anagement practices to
improve farm performance since interactions between attitudes do have an effect on
management practices and herd perform ance relationship.

In a study among M innesota dairy farmers, an educational diagnostic method was
applied to mastitis prevention and control (Brown and W illiamson, 1988). A social
diagnosis determined farm ers’ perceived rewards from dairying to be profit-making,
enjoyment of working with animals, a desire to see cows achieve their production
potential, and the desire to raise a family in a farm setting. The study identified
motivating factors other than the expected monetary gain from mastitis control and caused
the educators to view mastitis from the farm ers’ point of view. In another study using 123
randomly selected dairy farms in the East o f Ireland, Tarabla and Dodd (1988) assessed
the relative impact of the personal characteristics o f the farmer and the management
practices he applied to the amount and quality o f the milk that was being produced. The
dependent variables in the study were: somatic cell counts, bacterial counts, milk yield,
and milk fat yields. After multiple step-wise regression, human variables appeared in all
regression models. The study concluded that the explanatory capacity o f the human
variables could well have been the reason why, after many years o f well proved
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management procedures to improve milk yield and milk quality have been available, there
was still a large variation among farm performances.

A brucellosis study in southeastern Oklahoma, southwestern Arkansas, northeastern
Texas, and northwestern Louisiana was carried out to find out more about producers’
practices and beliefs in relation to brucellosis with the aim o f identifying reasons for the
failure to eradicate the disease in these areas (Voth et al., 1985). Producers who did not
vaccinate their animals were found to be those who had: (a) poorer facilities for penning
and working their animals, (b) low er levels o f herd management (record-keeping, general
health and marketing practices), (c) lower incomes, and (d) lower involvement in farm ers’
organizations. Producers who vaccinated voluntarily were found to be younger, to have
higher levels of management, and to be somewhat more knowledgeable about brucellosis.
The producers also reported that their main sources of information were farm magazines,
private veterinarians, and cooperative extension services.

In a study aimed at identifying beef production practices used by beef cattle
producers o f Richland Parish in Louisiana with selected social and economic variables,
it was observed that among the social variables, producers in the 45-years or less age
group, in the 13 years and over o f formal education group, and those whose main source
of income was from enterprises other than cotton and beef production were inclined to
use better beef cattle production practices than the other groups (W atkins, 1967).
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C alf crop percentages in beef cattle herds in Jefferson Davis Parish were found
to be influenced by a great variety of factors (Hoffpauir, 1970). High calf crop percentage
was found to be associated with such personal characteristics as age o f producer, and
length of time spent in beef production among other factors.

Factors associated with successful dairy production in selected areas of Louisiana
indicated that when dairymen who were still in the business were compared to those out
of dairy cattle business, age, family size, and formal education were important
characteristics in discriminating the two groups. Dairymen who rem ained in business were
younger, had larger families, were living at home, and had more formal education than
those dairymen who had gone out o f business (Deere, 1977).

These studies demonstrate the importance of socio-psychological characteristics
o f farmers in general and livestock producers in particular. The ability o f a farmer to
follow recommended practices meant for farm improvement may be influenced by his
farm

resources,

economic

and

other

socio-psychological

characteristics.

Profit

maximization may not be the main goal toward which all production is oriented while
other values may supersede profit-maximization as the single goal toward which
management decisions are made.

In view of the importance of socio-psychological characteristics of the producers
in decision-making on their farms and the limited research in this aspect o f beef cattle
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production, studies on the socio-psychological characteristics o f beef cattle producers may
provide more insight into why there is variation in carrying out recomm ended beef cattle
production practices, utilizing veterinary services, and continuing or leaving beef cattle
production among Louisiana beef cattle producers. Knowledge obtained from this type of
research could be used by extension specialists and administrators in providing training
for agents who are working with beef cattle producers in the state.

Table II-1

Crop, Forestry and Livestock Gross Farm Income for Louisiana, 1989

Enterprise

Gross Farm Income

Crops

$ 1,234,951,000

48.6

Livestock

$

699,599,000

27.5

Forestry

$

606,584,000

23.9

Percent
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Table II-2
Livestock Gross Farm Income for Louisiana, 1989

Animal

Gross Farm Income

Percent

Poultry

$ 270,755,000

38.7

Cattle and Calves

$ 244,289,000

34.9

Dairy

$ 137,760,000

19.7

Horses

$ 34,049,000

4.9

Swine

$ 12,764,000

1.8

Chapter III. Survey and Descriptive Studies
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Introduction
Most of the beef cattle production in Louisiana is composed of small family farms
with an average of 20 to 50 cows (Chapman, 1984). Despite the small herd sizes, beef
cattle production is an important component o f Louisiana agriculture. This is reflected in
cash receipts from the marketing o f beef cattle and calves which was ranked fifth in 1982,
third in 1983, and sixth in 1984 when sales from all agricultural commodities were
considered (Fielder et al., 1986). Beef cattle and calves are produced in all areas o f the
state but the largest numbers are found in the Southwest, Red River, Acadian, Central,
and Eastern agricultural areas.

Herd health and production programs have been developed for the beef cattle
industry with the primary objective of improving farm performance. The recommended
herd production and health practices have generally been demonstrated to improve farm
performance (Blood, 1974; Blood et al., 1978; Radostits, 1983). Although it has been
suggested that good husbandry is the greatest single factor in maintaining a productive
and healthy herd of cows, there has been little quantitative evidence as to the role of
management factors in herd performance and the risk of disease. M anagement is a
complex, difficult-to-measure variable responsible for significant production differences
among dairy and beef cattle herds that are otherwise similar. Most approaches have
simply recorded whether or not a specific management procedure occurs. Such
dichotomous categorical variables have been used for analysis o f production or disease
outcome. However, these categorical measures have the disadvantage of not being able
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to apportion the intensity or efficiency with which a particular management procedure is
carried out.

An approach to quantify m anagem ent in dairy herds by having different types of
experts rank dairies among 12 m anagement categories and specified indicators within each
category and then aggregating the resulting scores in an overall index was proposed
(Goodger et al., 1984). This index was used in an econometric model of the Tulare
County dairy industry and found to be useful. However, the usefulness of the components
of the index were not fully explored. In another study, the reliability of an instrument to
measure milking management effectiveness was tested by comparing experts’ scores and
rankings of milking management practices with the scores and rankings given by a non
expert using the instrument (Goodger et al., 1988). Experts and non-expert placed similar
emphasis on 7 o f the 12 categories o f indicators, suggesting that there was agreement
about the importance o f the management functions described by these categories.
Although effort has been put into quantifying management practices in dairy herds, little
work has been done in beef herds where the intensity of management and record-keeping
practices are different.

Most beef cattle production programs have concentrated on farm performance,
animal life events, and management procedures while ignoring the farm managers’ or
producers socio-psychological characteristics (Blood, 1974; Blood e ta l., 1978; Radostits,
1983). Despite the improved farm performance by the use of recommended beef cattle
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production and management practices, there still exists large variations between farms.
The differences in farm performance is related either to intrinsic animal factors or to their
environment. Intrinsic factors include genetic make-up, reproductive performance, ease
of calving, and susceptibility to disease occurrences. Factors associated with the
environment include the nutritional conditions of the animals, the physical facilities on
the farm, and the overall m anagement practices on the farm.

Recommended production and management practices have the effect o f increasing
productivity and lowering disease occurrence. However, the adoption o f a management
procedure is linked to the recognition o f its importance by the producer. How well the
producer applies the recommended practices also depends on his attitude and motivation.
It is, therefore, important to understand producers’ attitudes and motivations as these may
help in explaining variation in performance between farms.

Beef cattle production studies in Louisiana have concentrated on economic
analyses of beef cattle enterprises (Comeaux, 1983; Hardy, 1983; Min, 1974). Factors that
reduce production costs and increase sale prices and therefore increase producers’ profits
have been well documented. However, budget studies o f Louisiana beef cattle farms have
concluded that on the average producers do not run profitable businesses (Comeaux, 1983;
Hardy, 1983; Fielder et al., 1986). These studies assume profit maximization to be the
main goal toward which all production is oriented. However, other values may supercede
profit-maximization as the single criteria by which management decisions are made
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(Gasson, 1973; Mooney, 1986). Thus, there is need for increased attention to the diverse
values rather than the continued focus on economic values as the motivating factor in all
farm decisions and actions.

Although farm ers’ socio-psychological characteristics are crucial in explaining
variation among farm performances, they have received little attention in animal health
and animal production in general. In farm animal health and production, a number of
researchers have implicated the farm m anager as a factor associated with variation in farm
performance. Data on calf mortality, calving site, calf-rearing facilities, and calf
m anagement procedures were collected and analyzed for a small convenient sample o f 16
dairy herds in Tulare county, California (Martin et al., 1975). It was found that calf
m anagement personnel was the only factor significantly associated with the mortality rate,
with fewer death losses on farms where the owner m anaged the calves than on farms
where the employees performed these duties.

A study to investigate whether socio-psychological characteristics o f the manager,
as well as management determinants were related to dairy performance in terms o f both
reproductive efficiency and health was carried out among 102 dairies in Ontario (BigrasPoulin et al., 1984a; Bigras-Poulin et al., 1984b). Using multiple linear regression
procedures, the group of socio-psychological variables explained between 10.3% and
24.5% of the variation in the farm performance variables as compared to 0% and 15.5%
for the management group of variables. In another study, using 123 randomly selected
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dairy farms in the east o f Ireland, Tarabla and Dodd (1988) assessed the relative impact
o f the personal characteristics o f the farm er and the m anagem ent practices he applied to
the amount and quality of milk that was being produced. The dependent variables in the
study were: somatic cell count, bacterial counts, milk yield, and milk fat yields. After
multiple stepwise regression, human variables appeared in all regression models. The
study concluded that the explanatory capacity o f the human variables could well have
been the reason why, after many years o f well proved management procedures to improve
milk yield and milk quality have been available, there was still a large variation among
farm performance.

The purpose o f this study was: (i) to develop a mechanism o f measuring
production and management practices in beef cattle farms in Louisiana, and (ii) to
describe the farm resources, m anagement practices, veterinary utilization services, and
socio-psychological characteristics of Louisiana beef cattle producers in relation to beef
cattle performance.

Materials and Methods
A questionnaire was designed to obtain information on the farm resources,
management practices, veterinary services utilization, socio-demographic and sociopsychological characteristics of beef cattle producers in Louisiana. The questionnaire was
continually revised until it could be answered in a 15 to 20-minutes period without
omitting the basic information required. The questionnaire was based on the recommended
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practices that a producer would have to follow in order to yield a good calf-crop and thus
make the enterprise economically viable (Hugh-Jones and W omack, 1983). In order to
obtain data that covered one production year and at the same time obtain reliable
information from those producers who may not have kept adequate records, the
questionnaire referred to the year beginning January 1988 and ending D ecem ber 1988.

The questionnaire was pre-tested on six beef cattle producers selected from
different regions o f the state. Further modification o f the questionnaire considered the
information needed and the short period o f time required to answer it. A random sample
o f 500 producers was selected from the Louisiana Farm Bureau membership list. The
Louisiana Farm Bureau lists members by the type o f agricultural commodity produced
and ranks them according to the com m odity’s claimed importance in the agricultural
enterprise. Thus, it was hoped that this sampling frame would cover a cross-section of
beef cattle producers ranging from those producers whose primary interest was in beef
cattle production to those who had a secondary or tertiary interest in the business. This
sampling frame was later found to be misleading as many members o f the Farm Bureau
who indicated that they were involved in beef cattle production did not own any cattle.

Producers were proportionally sam pled according to the nine agricultural areas o f
the state. The nine areas were: (a) the Metropolitan Area, (b) the Cane Belt Area, (c) the
Eastern Area, (d) the Acadian Area, (e) the South-W est Area, (f) the Central Louisiana
Area, (g) the Delta Area, (h) the North Central Area, and (i) the Red River Area.
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Arrangements were made to meet and discuss the questionnaire with the county
agents representing the parishes in various agricultural areas of the state. County agents
representing the selected parishes were then given lists of selected producers and a copy
o f an introductory letter explaining the aims and objectives o f the questionnaire to the
producers. The producers were subsequently contacted by the county agents a few days
later and interviewed by telephone or by personal interview on the farm.

The socio-psychological section o f the questionnaire was designed according to
the value orientations derived by Ruth Gasson (1973). Since values are abstract criteria,
they can only be approached indirectly through observed behavior or verbal responses.
The indicator variables were selected from a list representing dom inant values likely to
be associated with the farming occupation. For convenience, the values were classified
under four headings although it has been pointed out that neither the scheme of
classification nor the contents of the list are exhaustive. The four classification groups
were: (a) an instrumental orientation - implying that farming was view ed as a means of
obtaining income and security with pleasant working conditions, (b) a social orientation whereby farming was taken up predominantly because of interpersonal relationships in
work, (c) an expressive values orientation suggesting that fanning was a means o f selfexpression or personal fulfillment, and (d) an intrinsic orientation, meaning that farming
was valued as an activity in its own right.
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Several of the questions were worded to facilitate ease of administration and the
answers required re-coding prior to the analysis of data. The variables used in the analysis
are given in Table III-1. For all dichotomous variables, the presence o f the activity or
facility was coded as ‘1’ and its absence was coded ‘O’. For all ordinal variables, an
increasing level of desirable activity corresponded to an increasing score for that variable.
For example, the response to ‘W hat is the length o f the breeding period in your herd ? ’
was recorded as 60 days or less (score 5), 61-90 days (score 4), 91-120 days (score 3),
121-180 days (score 2), and 181-365 days (score 1). The 60 days or less period was given
the highest score because it is the recom mended period for allowing bulls to run with
cows. Year-round breeding of cows was given the least score. Overall, the variables were
divided into 3 types: continuous; rank ordered obtained from scores; rank ordered
obtained from single questions.

Composite variables such as feeding practices, breeding practices, record-keeping
practices, veterinary service utilization, herd health practices, econom ic motivation, social
motivation, expressive motivation, and intrinsic motivation were scored by summing the
coded values given to each indicator variable making up that particular composite
variable. For example, breeding practices scores were obtained by adding up scores
derived from: periods of the year the cows were bred, length o f the breeding period,
breeding with improved or pure-bred bulls, use o f artificial insemination, and percent of
brood cows bred by artificial insemination.
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Statistical analyses were earned out by the use of the Statistical Analysis System
(SAS, 1987) and included mean, standard deviation (SD), coefficients o f variation (CV),
skewness, kurtosis, and the Kolmogorov-Smimov D statistic for continuous and composite
variables and frequency tables for dichotomous and discrete variables. The KolmogorovSmimov D statistic was used to determine goodness o f fit.

Results
The definitions of all acronyms are listed in Table III-1. Table III-2 shows the
distribution o f 150 beef cattle producers by farming areas with the highest number o f
producers coming from the Southwest Area (23%) and the lowest num ber from the Cane
Belt Area (5%). O f the 500 producers randomly selected for the study, 448 responded to
the questionnaire and 52 were not located. O f the 448 purported beef cattle producers, 150
had cattle and 298 did not own any cattle.

Table III-3 shows the frequencies o f the characteristics o f the beef cattle
producers. The majority (83%) o f the beef cattle producers in Louisiana were sole
proprietors (Table III-3i). Those producers who were in partnership and corporations
accounted for only 16% of the producers (Table III-3ii).

Feeding Practices: (Table III-3iii)
The majority of the producers (94%) improved their pasture by clipping and by
application o f fertilizer. O f those who fertilized their pastureland, 70% applied it to more
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than half o f the total pasture acreage. About 94% of the producers with registered cattle
and 83% with unregistered cattle supplied their cattle with supplementary feeds.

Breeding Practices: (Table III-3iv)
As for those producers with Brahman and Brahman crosses, 44% bred their cattle
all year round and 34% bred their cows between May and June. Producers with other
breeds o f cattle bred 47% of their cows all year round. Restricted breeding was not
practiced by producers as reflected by no producers who bred their cattle in 90 days or
less. Slightly more than a half (53%) o f the producers bred their cows in 6 months to a
year. Whereas 25% o f the producers bred their cows to improved bulls, 75% of the
producers used pure-bred bulls for breeding. Only 8% o f the producers used artificial
insemination in varying proportions o f their herds.

Veterinary Services Utilization: (Table III-3v)
Veterinary services utilization in the form of having a veterinarian examine and
evaluate breeding bulls, carry out pregnancy diagnosis, advise on nutritional problems and
strategic treatment o f roundworms and liverfluk.es was rarely carried out as reflected by
the lowest mean score of 2.08 (maximum score = 10). This lack o f veterinary services
utilization ranged from 60% of the producers who never consulted a veterinarian to treat
against gastro-intestinal worms and liverflukes to 69% who did not have their breeding
bulls examined by a veterinarian. Only 3% of the producers consulted a veterinarian on
herd nutritional problems.
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Herd Health and Record-keeping Practices: (Tables III-3vi and III-3vii)
A vital part of any beef herd health and production management program is a
simple and reliable record keeping system. The objective of keeping records is to
eliminate guesswork by providing factual information that may provide a base upon which
to make future management decisions. Record keeping was found to be lacking among
Louisiana beef cattle producers as reflected by 59% o f the producers who carried out
some form o f cow identification to 21% who kept records on abortion and the overall
mean composite score o f 2.66 com pared to the maximum possible score o f 8.00.

Reducing or eliminating losses from diseases and parasites is one of the goals of
a good herd health program. About 90% and 86% o f the producers treated against gastro
intestinal worms/liverflukes and vaccinated against brucellosis respectively. Vaccination
against other diseases varied from 69% against blackleg to 24% against anaplasmosis.

Facilities: (Table III-3viii)
Most producers had high scores for facilities and cattle handling equipment on
their ranches as reflected by the skewness to the left and an average mean score o f 5.1
out of the maximum possible score o f 8.0. However, about a half (49%) of the producers
did not have sick pens where sick animals could be isolated for treatment. Possession o f
cattle working equipment varied from a high o f 94% o f the producers who had corrals
and working chutes to a low of 49% of the producers who had sick pens.
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Family and Friends Involvement: (Table III-3ix)
Producers reported family/friends involvement in beef cattle production with about
50% of the producers indicating that spouses, children, friends and relatives helped in
beef cattle operations.

M arketing of Animals: Table (III-3x)
The majority of the producers (78%) m arketed calves, cows and bulls through local
auctions. A very small percentage o f the producers marketed their animals through private
sale (4.1%), farm sale (1.4%), and pure-bred consignm ent (1.4%).

Farmer Characteristics: (Table III-3xi)
About 87% of the beef cattle producers had attained at least high school level
education with 33% of the producers reporting having completed a college education. The
relatively good educational level reported by the producers was reflected by a high
number of producers (47%) who had professional and skilled jobs. About a third (29%)
of the producers were retired and 15% were involved with row crop production. Only
10% o f the producers depended on beef cattle production as their main source of income.

Socio-psychological Characteristics: (Table III-3xii to Table III-3xv)
Producers considered profit-making (52%), ranching as a challenging task (52%),
and feeling relaxed in a ranching environm ent (52%) as very important reasons for being
into beef cattle production. On the other hand, producers considered recognition and
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prestige (64%), expanding the cattle ranching business (42%), and continuing the family
tradition in cattle ranching (34%) as the least important reasons for being in beef cattle
production.

Means, standard deviations, coefficients of variation, skewness, kurtosis, and
Kolmogorov-Smirnov D statistics of farm resources farm resources, managemental
practices, veterinary services utilization, and socio-psychological characteristics o f the
producers are presented in Table III-4. All the farm resource variables, with the exception
o f FACSCAL, had very high coefficients of variation with values ranging from 114.4%
for TOTCOW to 162.4% for PASTURE. These variables were widely dispersed. The
coefficient o f variation for FACSCAL was 36.2% implying that most producers had beef
production facilities close to the mean. All the farm resource variables with the exception
of FACSCAL were skewed to the right which implies that most producers had low farm
resource values except facilities/equipment which are required for beef cattle production.

All the managemental variables had low coefficients of variation except for
VETUT. This implies that with the exception of veterinary services utilization, all the
managemental variables were close to the mean. The values for veterinary utilization were
widely dispersed on either side of the mean. All the managemental variables were skewed
to the right implying that most of the producers did not carry out the recommended
management practices.
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As for the socio-demographic and socio-psychological characteristics, the
coefficients o f variation were equal to or below 30% implying that most producers had
measurements close to the mean. Among these variables, EDUCLEV, OFFAIN,
ECONM OT, EXPRM OT, and INTRM OT were skewed to the left implying that most
producers were grouped slightly above the mean. This suggests that in addition to
economic value orientations,Louisiana beef cattle producers as a group were motivated
by expressive, and intrinsic value orientations in their beef cattle enterprises.

Discussion
The fact that almost 60% of the presumed beef cattle producers in the Louisiana
Farm-Bureau list did not have any cattle indicates the lack o f updating o f the Bureau
membership. The problem o f obtaining comprehensive list frames for sampling especially
for beef cattle have been discussed (New Jr. et al., 1990; Danaye-Elmi et al., 1986). It is
difficult and expensive to construct, maintain, and update lists of beef cattle operations.
In a study to evaluate list frames for disease surveillance sampling of California beef
cattle, it was found that out o f 167 names o f purported beef cattle operations from the
Statistical Reporting Service (SRS), 43 named operations had only dairy cattle, 24
operations did not have any cattle, and 12 operations could not be located (Danaye-Elmi
et al., 1986). In the current study, the use of random sampling from a very large
supposedly updated list from the Louisiana Farm Bureau magnified the number of
supposedly beef cattle producers who did not have any cattle. The very high coefficients
o f variations obtained for farm resources such as number o f cows, number of bulls, total
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farm acreage, and beef cattle acreage per herd shows that the sample o f producers used
in the study varied from very small beef cattle operators to relatively large beef cattle
producers.

By using composite variables to measure management variables, the study was
able to apportion the intensity with which various management procedures were carried
out by the producers. However, it would seem that in order to increase the precision and
reliability of the mechanism for m easuring management practices, other indicator variables
making up the composite variables would have to be used that were not applied in this
study. The accuracy of this measuring mechanism depends on reliable record-keeping on
farms and therefore the importance of keeping records needs to be explained to beef cattle
operators.

The problems associated with the use of socio-psychological questions in
epidemiological research in veterinary medicine have been discussed by previous workers
and include reliability and validity (Bigras-Poulin et al., 1984). Reliability applies to what
is being measured whereas validity relates to the exact interpretation o f the subject under
measure. Two studies among dairy farmers in Ontario carried out at different times but
on comparable samples o f farmers found that there was a similarity o f values of the
socio-psychological variables except the risk willingness value variable. There was no
such previous study among Louisiana beef cattle producers with which to test this study.
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In this study, the indicator variables used to measure value orientations were
selected from a list representing dominant values likely to be associated with the farming
occupation. The purpose was to take into account the value orientation differences among
Louisiana beef cattle producers, together with resource constraints, in order to better
understand their production practices and consequently their farm performance. In
discussing the value orientations used in the current study, Gasson pointed out that neither
the scheme o f classification nor the contents of the list were exhaustive. In this study,
economic motivation, expressive motivation meaning that farming was a means o f self
expression or personal fulfillment, and intrinsic motivation meaning that farming was
valued as an activity in its own right, were regarded as important by most beef cattle
producers. Because all the beef cattle producers were taken as one group, differences in
value orientations amongst groups o f producers could not be discerned. Further
classification of the beef cattle producers is needed in order to appreciate the importance
of socio-psychological characteristics in their production practices and herd performance.

In this study, the average beef cattle producer was a sole proprietor, had a herd
of 72 cows, and did not depend on beef cattle production for his primary source of
income. The average herd size o f 72 cows was higher than the recorded size of 20 to 50
cows. This could have been due to the higher proportion of large herds (>60 cows)
included in the study.
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As far as management is concerned, the average producer did maintain his pastures
by clipping and fertilization, provided supplementary hay and protein to his cattle. With
respect to breeding practices, 53% of the producers left their bulls to run with cows for
more than 6 months. As a result o f this prolonged breeding period, there was no reduction
in calving season with subsequent loss o f benefits o f concentrated m anagem ent during the
calving period. In a Colorado study among 39 cow -calf operations, 87.5% of the
producers practiced cross-breeding programs and 21.7% o f the producers carried out
artificial insemination (Wittum et al., 1990). In this study 76.6% o f the producers
practiced cross-breeding with pure-bred bulls and only 8.1% o f the producers carried out
artificial insemination. The small sample size and the large scale operations o f Colorado
beef producers may have created these differences.

Louisiana beef cattle producers did not seek veterinary services and advice from
veterinarians. Specific areas such as examination and evaluation o f bulls, pregnancy
diagnosis, nutritional consultation, and strategic treatment o f roundworm s and liverflukes
were not considered to warrant the attention of professional advice. This was because
either the producers did not perceive these as major problems in their herds or they could
handle them on their own. The low level of veterinary services utilization was even
shown by producers who had large herds. The low utilization o f veterinary services is not
unique to Louisiana beef cattle operations. A study in California found that 26% of 115
producers did not use veterinarians and 74% used them only to treat complicated cases
or to vaccinate against brucellosis once or twice a year (Danaye-Elmi et al., 1986).
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As far as herd health practices for Louisiana beef cattle producers were concerned,
most producers vaccinated against brucellosis (86%), and treated against gastrointestinal
worms and liverflukes (90%), indicating the importance o f the two herd health problems
as perceived by the producers. As for the other diseases, there was a relatively low
proportion of producers who vaccinated against them. This is probably due to the fact that
producers did not regard these diseases as a serious threat to their herds due to the
sporadic nature o f these diseases (anthrax and blackleg), or application o f the vaccines
required discussion of the precautions regarding their use with a veterinarian (IBR and
anaplasmosis) (Chapman, 1984).

Assessment o f record keeping by producers revealed that it varied from slightly
above 50 percent o f the producers who kept cow identification records to a low o f 13
percent who recorded pregnancy diagnosis results. The overall mean composite score of
2.66 was the second lowest and skewed to the right indicating that producers tended not
to keep records and did not, therefore, have a base upon which to make future
management decisions. On the other hand, most o f the producers in the study had the
necessary facilities/equipment for handling animals safely, confining them in desired
locations, and preventing their encroachm ent on crops.

Considering the socio-demographic characteristics, the average beef cattle producer
did not depend on beef production as his/her source o f income, grossed $10,000.00 or
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more from off-farm income, had attained at least high school education, and had a skilled
job. However, there was a high num ber o f retired workers (29%) in the study sample.

In conclusion, the study shows that m ost Louisiana beef cattle producers did not
seek professional veterinary services, kept inadequate records on their herds, and their
herd health programs needed to be improved.

As regards the socio-psychological

characteristics, expressive value orientations and intrinsic value orientations were just as
important as economic value orientations for m ost producers. Furthermore, beef cattle
production was considered to be a secondary or tertiary enterprise with the implication
that producers were not in the business for purely economic reasons. The study shows that
it is important to consider producers socio-psychological characteristics when proposing
programs to improve farm performance.
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Table III-l
The acronyms, descriptions, and types o f variables used in the study o f beef cattle
production in Louisiana (150 producers, 1988).

Variable

Description

Type*

TOTACR

Total farm acreage

C

BEEFACR

Total beef cattle acreage

C

HAYMEAD

Acreage for hay meadows

c

PASTURE

Acreage for pastures

c

TOTBULL

Total num ber of bulls

c

TOTCOW

Total number of brood cows

c

FACSCAL

Facilities scale

o

(a) Corrals and working pens

D

(b) W orking chutes

D

(c) Sick pens

D

(d) Cattle trailer

D

(e) Tractor

D

(f) Pick-up

D

(g) Hay rake

D

(h) Hay baler

D

Farm resources

Managemental variables
FEEDPRA

Feeding Practices

O

(a) Maintenance of pasture by clipping and liming/
fertilization

D

(b) Proportion o f clipped, and limed/fertilized
pastures

BREEDPRA

HERDHEAL

D

(c) Supplementary feeding o f hay and protein

O

(a) Period o f the year cows bred

O

(b) Length o f breeding period

O

(c) Breeding to im proved or pure-bred bulls

D

(d) Use of artificial insemination

D

(e) Culling and replacement o f brood cows

D

Herd Health Practices

O

(a) Vaccination against brucellosis, leptospirosis,
anaplasmosis, vibriosis, anthrax, blackleg,
malignant edema, IBR, PI, and BVD

D

(b) Control against internal parasites and
liverflukes
(c) Testing against brucellosis

D
D
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RECKEEP

VETUT

Record Keeping Practices

O

(a) Cow identification

D

(b) Date o f A l breeding

D

(c) Pregnancy test results

D

(d) C alf birth dates

D

(e) Health records

D

(f) Vaccination records

D

(g) Date o f abortions

D

(h) Records o f deaths or sales

D

Veterinary Services Utilization

O

(a) Prebreeding examination and
evaluation of brood cows

O

b) Prebreeding examination and
evaluation of bulls

O

(c) Pregnancy diagnosis

O

(d) Nutritional problems

O

(e) Treatment against GIT worms/liverflukes

O
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Socio-demographic variables
AGE

Age of producer

C

EDUVLEV

Educational level

O

PROFACT

Professional activity

OFFAINC

Off-farm incom e

O

Socio-psychological variables
ECONM OT

SOCM OT

Economic motivation
(a) M aking profit

O

(b) Long-term source o f income

O

(c) Expanding the business

O

Social motivation

O

(a) Gaining recognition and prestige

O

(b) Belonging to farming community

O

(c) Continuing family tradition

O

(d) W orking with other members of the family

EXPRM OT

O

O

Expressive motivation

O

(a) Pride o f ownership

O

(b) Self respect for a worthwhile job

O

(c) M eeting a challenge and achieving
an objective

O

INTRM OT

Intrinsic motivation

O

(a) Value in hard work

O

(b) Preference for outdoor farming life

O

(c) Feeling relaxed with animals

O

(d) Independence to organize one’s time

O

Farm performance variable
CALVPER

Calving percent

C

* (C) Continuous variables, (D) Dichotomous variables, (O) Ordinal variables
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Table III-2

Distribution o f 150 Louisiana B eef Cattle Producers by Agricultural Area, 1988.

Agricultural Area
Cane Belt Area

Num ber of Producers

Percent

8

5.4

Eastern Area

12

8.1

Acadian Area

26

17.4

South-west Area

34

22.8

Central Area

24

16.1

Delta Area

11

7.4

North Central Area

15

10.1

Red River Area

19

12.8
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Table III-3
Frequency o f resources and characteristics o f 150 Louisiana beef cattle producers, 1988

Num ber

Total Num ber

124

150

Percent

Table III-3i
Business Organization
(a) Sole proprietor

82.7

(b) Partnership

19

12.7

(c) Corporation

6

4.0

(d) Others

1

0.7

Table III-3ii
Number o f Partners

21.1

(a) One

4

(b) Two

11

57.9

(c) Three

4

21.1

19

Table III-3iii

Feeding Practices
Number
(a)

(b)

(c)

Clipped, limed/fertilize
pastures

141

Total Number

149

Percent

94.6

Clipped and lim ed/ferulized
less than half the pastures

43

30.5

Clipped and limed/fertilized
more than half the pastures

98

69.5

Hay feeding only (R.C)

2

Hay and supplementary
protein(R.C)

32

Hay feeding only (U.C)

21

Hay and supplementary protein

118

(R.C) Registered cattle, (U.C) Unregistered cattle

34

5.9

94.1

142

14.8
83.1

Table III-3iv

Breeding Practices
Number

Total Number

Percent

(a) Breeding periods (B)*
i.

May-June

14

ii. Jan-March

3

7.3

iii. Year-round

18

43.9

6

14.6

iv. Others

41

34.1

(b) Breeding periods(O.B)*
i.

April-June

32

122

26.2

9

7.4

iii. Year-round

57

46.7

iv. Other periods

24

19.7

ii. Dec-Feb

(c) Length of breeding periods
i.

91-120 days

24

150

ii.

121-180 days

47

31.3

iii. 181-365 days

78

52.7

16.0

(d) Breeding to improved bulls

37

149

24.8

(e) Breeding to pure-bred bulls

112

149

75.2

12

148

8.1

(f) Practice artificial insemination

* (B) Brahman and Brahman crosses, (O.B) Other breeds

Table III-3v

Utilization of Veterinary Services
Number

Total Number

Percent

(a) Examination and evaluation o f brood cows
i. Regularly

11

ii.

38

25.5

100

67.1

As needed

iii. Never

149

7.4

(b) Examination and evaluation o f bulls
i. Regularly

11

ii.

35

23.5

103

69.1

As needed

iii. Never

149

7.4

(c) Pregnancy diagnosis
i. Regularly

15

ii.

32

21.5

102

68.5

As needed

iii. Never

149

10.1

(d) Nutritional problems
i. Regularly

5

ii.

47

As needed

iii. Never

149

3.4
31.8

96

64.9

(e) Treatment against GIT worms/flukes
i. Regularly

15

ii.

44

29.7

89

60.1

As needed

iii. Never

149

10.1

Table III-3vi

Herd Health Practices
Number

Total Number

Percent

128

149

85.9

(b) Vaccinate against leptospirosis

75

148

50.7

(c) Vaccinate against anaplasmosis

36

148

24.3

(d) Vaccinate against vibriosis

36

148

24.3

(e) Vaccinate against anthrax

50

148

33.8

(f) Vaccinate against blackleg

102

149

68.5

(g) Vaccinate against malignant edema

59

148

39.9

(h) Vaccinate against IBR

44

148

29.7

(i) Vaccinate against PI

41

148

27.7

(j) Vaccinate against BVD

42

148

28.4

(k) Treat against GIT worms/liverflukes

134

149

89.9

(1) Test against brucellosis

106

148

71.6

(a) Vaccinate against brucellosis

75
Table III-3vii

Record Keeping Practices
Number

Total Number

Percent

(a) Cow identification records

88

149

59.1

(b) Pregnancy test records

19

149

12.8

(c) C alf birth records

64

149

43.0

(d) Herd health records

32

149

21.5

(e) Vaccination records

60

149

40.3

(f) Date o f abortion records

31

149

20.8

(g) Records of deaths or sales

91

149

61.1

(h) Al breeding records

12

142

8.5

(a) Corrals and working pens

148

139

93.9

(b) W orking chutes

148

132

89.2

72

148

48.6

(d) Cattle trailers

114

149

76.5

(e) Tractor

136

149

91.3

(f) Pick-up

141

149

94.6

(g) Hay rake

82

145

56.6

(h) Hay baler

83

145

57.2

Table III-3viii
Equipment/Facilities

(c) Sick pens

Table III-3ix

Family and Friends Involvement
Number

Total Number

Percent

(a) Spouse

73

149

49.0

(b) Children

83

147

56.5

(c) Neighbors/friends

81

148

54.7

(d) Relatives

79

148

53.4

2

' 148

Table III-3x
M arketing Practices
(a) Farm sale
(b) Local auction

1.4

116

148

78.4

(c) Private sale

6

148

4.1

(d) Pure-bred consignment

2

148

1.4

11

148

7.4

3

148

2.0

3

148

2.0

(h) All except pure-bred consignment

2

148

1.4

(i) Video-auction

1

148

0.7

(j) Home use

2

148

1.4

(e) Farm sale and local auction
(f) Local auction and private sale
(g) Private sale and pure-bred
consignment

Table III-3xi
Fanner Characteristics
Number

Total Number

Percent

15

148

10.1

133

148

89.9

(a) Less than $10,000

47

136

31.8

(b) $10,000 - $20,000

36

136

24.3

(c) More than $20,000

65

136

44.0

(a) Elementary

19

149

12.8

(b) High school

81

149

54.4

(c) College

49

149

32.8

(a) Professional with a degree

27

130

20.8

(b) Skilled without a degree

35

130

26.9

(c) Crop farming

15

130

15.4

(d) Livestock

15

130

15.4

(e) Retired

38

130

29.2

Beef production as source o f income
(a) Main source
(b) Not main source

Gross off-farm income

Educational level

Occupation

Socio-psychological characteristics
Table III-3xii
Economic values
Number

Total Number

Percent

77

149

51.7

(a) Profit making
(i)

Very important

(ii) Important

48

32.2

(iii) Less important

24

16.1

(b) Long-term source of income
(i)

Very important

51

149

34.2

(ii) Important

63

42.3

(iii) Less important

35

23.5

(c) Expanding the business
(i)

Very important

27

149

18.1

(ii) Important

60

40.3

(iii) Less important

62

41.6

Table III-3xiii

Social values
Number

Total Number

Percent

(a) Recognition and Prestige
(i)

Very important

9

149

6.0

(ii) Important

44

29.5

(iii) Less important

95

63.8

(b) Belonging to Farming Community
(i)

Very important

20

149

13.4

(ii) Important

88

59.1

(iii) Less important

41

27.5

(c) Continuing Family Tradition
(i)

Very important

28

149

18.8

(ii) Important

70

47.0

(iii) Less important

51

34.2

(d) W orking with Members of the Family
(i)

Very important

34

149

22.8

(ii) Important

69

46.3

(iii) Less important

46

30.9

Table III-3xiv

Expressive values
Number

Total Number

Percent

(a) Pride o f ownership
(i)

Very important

69

149

46.3

(ii) Important

59

39.6

(iii) Less important

21

14.1

(b) Gaining Self-respect
(i)

Very important

65

149

43.6

(ii) Important

58

38.9

(iii) Less important

26

17.4

(c) Challenging Task
(i)

Very important

77

149

51.7

(ii) Important

50

33.6

(iii) Less important

22

14.8

Table III-3xv

Intrinsic values
Number

Total Number

Percent

77

149

51.7

(a) Feeling Relaxed with Animals
(i)

Very important

(ii) Important

60

40.3

(iii) Less important

12

8.1

(b) Healthy Outdoor Activity
(i)

Very important

67

149

45.0

(ii) Important

71

47.7

(iii) Less important

11

7.4

(c) Putting Value in Hard W ork
(i)

Very important

61

149

40.9

(ii) Important

68

45.6

(iii) Less important

20

13.4

(d) Valuing one’s Independence
(i)

Very important

64

149

43.0

(ii) Important

69

46.3

(iii) Less important

16

10.7
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Table III-4

Descriptive statistics o f farm resources, management, socio-demographic, and sociopsychological variables o f 149 beef cattle producers in Louisiana, 1988. See Table III-1,
Page 64 for definitions o f acronyms.
Variable

Mean

S.D

C.V

Scale

Skewed Kurtosis

D-Statistic

Farm Resources
TOTACR

479.05

712.03

148.6

2.61

7.76

0.264

BEEFACR

231.67

345.14

149.0

4.54

29.44

0.254

40.64

53.27

131.0

5.07

35.26

0.223

PASTURE

191.61

311.18

162.4

5.42

40.74

0.271

TOTBULL

3.86

5.10

132.1

2.74

7.89

0.312

TOTCOW

72.01

82.40

114.4

2.27

5.37

0.208

FACSCAL

5.10

1.84

36.2

0-8

-0.96

0.35

0.217

HAYMEAD

M anagement variables
FEEDPRA

5.54

1.55

27.9

0-9

0.44

0.65

0.277

BREEDPRA

6.58

1.78

27.1

0-12

0.10

-0.07

0.121

HERDHEAL.

5.72

3.19

55.8

0-12

0.24

-0.80

0.105

RECKEEP

2.66

2.22

83.3

0-8

0.56

-0.55

0.148

VETUT

2.08

2.37

114.0

0-10

0.86

-0.52

0.233
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AGE

52.83

14.35

27.2

0.12

-0.78

0.068

EDUCLEV

2.21

0.66

30.0

0-3

-0.11

-0.48

0.295

OFFAINC

2.11

0.87

41.6

1-3

-0.27

-1.51

0.281

Socio-Dsvcholoaical variables
ECONM OT

6.23

1.89

30.3

3-9

-0.18

-1.07

0.148

SOCMOT

7.03

2.02

28.7

3-12

0.44

-0.30

0.131

EXPRMOT

6.95

1.93

27.7

3-9

-0.73

-0.52

0.183

INTRMOT

9.41

2.07

22.0

3-12

-0.55

-0.27

0.141

0.67

0.092

Farm Performance variable
CALVPER

0.76

0.14

18.2

-0.78

Chapter IV. Classification of Beef Cattle Producers Based on Their Utilization of
Veterinary Services
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Introduction

The ability of the veterinarian to provide herd health and production advice and
the perceived benefits a producer will get from veterinary services are major factors
determining the extent to which beef cattle producers will utilize the services. The
variable economic importance o f the beef herd to different ranchers, the small size of
most beef herds, and the low level o f epidemic diseases make it difficult to justify the use
o f veterinarians to plan and provide an economical beef herd health and production
service (Hjerpe, 1970).

On the other hand, m ost veterinarians in beef cattle practice are also involved in
the treatment o f other farm animals and are, therefore, not always available to spend the
time necessary to properly evaluate a beef cattle herd. Another major factor that affects
the practicability of a beef cattle herd health and production service is the seasonality of
the work. It is difficult for a veterinarian to provide a planned animal health service to
many beef cattle farmers all at the same time. Success depends on detailed organization,
strict adherence to farm appointments, and exceptionally good cooperation on the part of
the producers (Radostits and Blood, 1985).

The types of services provided by the veterinarians have been categorized into
three components. These are: (a) Salvage or "fire-engine" practice which involves the
correction o f sporadic occurrences o f disease in individual animals. This form o f practice
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presently takes up the largest proportion o f the veterinarians’ time. It is attractive to
farmers because it is often spectacular, results are obvious, and can be directly assessed
by the farmer, (b) Minimization o f risk — this form o f service is sought by producers
when a number o f deaths have occurred in a flock or herd. In addition to the mortality
in the herd, a number of animals are observed to show some abnormality. The motivation
for using this form o f service is the fear that a m ajor disease outbreak is commencing and
the producer is interested in obtaining reassurance or positive measures to prevent further
losses, (c) Planned prevention and control involves measures designed to maintain specific
diseases at an optimal minimal level of incidence than would otherwise occur (Radostits,
1983).

The comparison of salvage and preventive activities should not be viewed as two
mutually exclusive alternatives because both have a significant part to play but salvage
services only achieve their full value when viewed as part o f a total health program,
rather than as isolated attempts to deal with individual problems.

A successful herd health and production program is dependent on the cooperative
combined efforts o f the veterinarian and the producer or herdsman. It is important,
however, to identify and understand the aspirations and objectives o f the beef cattle
producers before veterinarians can successfully initiate beef cattle herd health and
production programs (Blood, 1974). Some producers may not be interested in beef cattle
improvement while others may not be managerially or financially capable o f utilizing and
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profiting by the program. Given the small size o f most beef herds, and the low level o f
dramatic epidemic diseases among the herds, many o f the producers may not appreciate
that it is financially rewarding to hire a veterinarian in an integrated herd health and
production program.

In a study to determine producers’ perception o f veterinary use in dairy cattle
production, it was found that dairy operators limited the use o f veterinarians to traditional
individual animal treatment and traditional preventive medicine such as pregnancy checks,
fertility work and vaccinations (Goodger and Ruppanner, 1982b). The veterinarian was
not viewed as a primary source o f information on nutrition, dairy management, or
business management, despite the fact that the veterinarian could offer expert and
disinterested advice. It was noted that a high percentage o f currently used veterinary
services involved highly technical clinical services confirming the strong perception of
a veterinarian as only a narrow focus expert. Furthermore, it was suggested that the
perception of a veterinarian as a technician delivering specialized services but not as a
source o f general herd m anagement advice may be responsible for the decline in use of
veterinarians in large scale dairy operations.

In dairy production, nutritionists, management consultants, extension specialists,
inseminators, dairy herd improvement program consultants, economists, and bankers have
provided specialized services to the dairy operator thus creating increased competition
among herd health care and m anagem ent service providers. On the other hand, the
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veterinary profession has turned its attention to companion animal care in mostly urban
areas. As a result of historical changes in dairy practice, and shift o f veterinarians into
companion animal care in mostly urban areas, the expertise o f the veterinarian is being
replaced by the expertise of a number o f highly specialized consultants, many without the
veterinarians’ understanding of the whole animal (Goodger and Ruppanner, 1982a).

The types o f veterinary services and importance of these services to the dairy
operator were studied among 32 dairy operators in the same study (Goodger and
Ruppanner, 1982b). It was found that the majority of the work perform ed by veterinarians
(73%) involved fertility, pregnancy checks, and emergencies. W hen these services were
categorized by the delivery schedule, 28% were episodic, 41% were scheduled, and 31%
were ’m ixed’, with the veterinarian performing both planned and emergency services.

If veterinarians are to effectively market their services, it is vital for the profession
to demonstrate that veterinary services have value at least equal to the cost o f the
services. W ith major infectious diseases which cause significant mortality or morbidity,
cost-benefit comparisons are positive and relatively obvious. Since these diseases are
largely under control, however, veterinary services are shifting increasingly to preventive
medicine and herd health programs. The veterinarians’ actions are directed towards
preventing and reducing the impact of "production diseases" o f often unclear aetiology.
Many veterinarians are of the opinion that a herd health approach to production diseases
is beneficial to the producer.
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A study to estimate the relative impacts on reproductive status, the incidence of
mastitis, and milk production, o f different types o f veterinary service programs was
carried out on 9 Dairy Herd Improvement (DHI) -enrolled, high-technology large-scale
dairies in Tulare County, California (Goodger and Kushman, 1984). The veterinary
services evaluated were classified as episodic, scheduled, and mixed. The study concluded
that, in addition to the direct effect o f increased milk output, scheduled veterinary services
could have an impact on other herd performance variables such as reproductive
performance and incidence o f mastitis indirectly through changes in management.

In a reproductive herd health study o f 144 dairy cows and 184 parturitions over
a two-year period, data on reproductive factors and program costs and returns were
compared (Heider et al., 1980). The herd was divided into the traditional practice group
(TP) and the reproductive herd health group (RHHP). The TP group received veterinary
care when clinical signs were evident or if estrus had not been observed within 100 days
after parturition. The cows received no pregnancy examination or other genital or
reproductive attention. The RHHP group was managed according to current reproductive
herd health recommendations. Cows in both groups were paired on the basis o f age,
breed, and parity. All cows in both groups were housed, fed and managed as one herd.
There were significant differences between groups for days in milk at first service,
services per conception, and average days open with the RHHP group doing better. In
addition, the RHHP group had fewer cows culled for reproductive reasons only and for
culling due to a combination of reproductive and other reasons than the TP group.
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Literature on health delivery to the beef cattle industry is not as extensive as in
the dairy cattle industry. Health related problems remain important, but the very disruptive
disease problems have been well controlled and in some cases eliminated. Many o f the
remaining health problems are not recognized as economically important, are etiologically
obscure or complex, and do not have clear solutions. This has been compounded by the
absence of detailed production records. The veterinary profession has responded to these
changes by decreasing the involvement o f veterinarians delivering medical services to the
food animal industry.

In an effort to assess the delivery o f food animal service to the beef cattle industry
in California, a survey was conducted among 117 veterinarians. The survey found that
m ost veterinarians participated in some beef practice, but only 18% spent more than 30%
o f their time in beef cattle herds (Goodger, 1979). On the other hand, 43% o f the
veterinarians spent more than 30% o f their time in dairy practice. The study suggested
that dairy practice was more exclusive, stemming from the fact that it was more o f a yearround practice in a more confined geographical setting. The survey also showed that 18
counties with 25% of the beef cattle population in the state did not have veterinarians
with practices specializing in beef cattle production.

Various reasons have been suggested for the low utilization o f veterinary services
in the beef cattle industry. The ability o f the ranchers to purchase drugs and be
misinformed about the economic value o f veterinary services have been cited. It has also
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been suggested that the incentive for the profession to supply veterinary services to the
beef industry may be minimal because o f competition from other animal sectors such as
companion animal, the lack o f innovative methods to control herd disease problems, and
the passing away o f traditional food animal practice in an essentially urbanized society
(Goodger, 1979).

Producers’ perceptions o f the local veterinarians’ knowledge and cost-effectiveness
relative to alternative sources o f information are significant determinants o f the choice of
first contact for assistance (Wise, 1988). In a 1987 American Veterinary M edical
Association study of the US market for food animal veterinary services, information was
collected from producers about their veterinarians’ and their own knowledge of several
subject areas in beef cattle production (W ise, 1987). The producers were asked to rate
feed salesmen, local veterinarians, farm store specialists, travelling distributors, extension
veterinarians, agricultural extension agents, artificial insemination technicians, their
managers and themselves for their knowledge o f animal/herd management, feed/nutrition,
diagnosis of sickness or injury, reproduction/breeding, agribusiness/economics and
treatment of sickness or injury. Ratings for each individual as a source o f knowledge were
based on a scale of 1 to 5, with 1 being low knowledge and 5 being high knowledge.
Livestock producers ranked veterinarians highest on their knowledge o f diagnosis and
treatment o f sickness and injury when compared with other sources o f help. Regarding
animal/herd management, beef, dairy and hog producers rated local veterinarians and
themselves nearly the same, at about 3.9 to 4.0. The data suggested that producers
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perceived themselves knowing as much about livestock herd m anagement as the local
veterinarian and more than any other individual connected with the livestock industry. The
producers also perceived the feed salesman as having greater knowledge o f feed and
nutrition than either the local veterinarians or themselves. Finally, the producers perceived
the local veterinarian as having less knowledge o f agribusiness and economics than
themselves.

One indicator o f the demand by livestock producers for veterinary services is the
order in which producers would contact potential sources o f help for specific types of
livestock problems (Wise, 1987). Producers were asked to order the individuals they
would contact if they had a question or problem. For a given subject area, individuals
were ranked from 1 to 7 (1 would be their first contact and 7 would be their last contact).
Local veterinarians were ranked as the first contact for diagnosis and treatment of
sickness or injury, and for questions or problems related to reproduction and breeding. For
questions or problems associated with herd management and feed or nutrition, local
veterinarians were ranked as the second contact. For agribusiness or economics,
veterinarians’ median ranked order o f contact was fourth.

Several measurements can be used to evaluate the use o f veterinary services
offered by private practitioners. One indicator is the dollar expenditure by households for
veterinary services (Research Services, 1979). Another measure o f veterinary use is the
percentage o f animal-owning households using veterinary services (Charles and Charles
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Associates, 1983). The number o f times per year that animals are seen by a veterinarian
also affect the use o f a veterinary services. Finally, the percentage of households or farms
in an area having animals is also a m ajor determ inant o f the use of veterinary services.

A telephone survey o f food-animal producers, horse owners, and pet owners in
Ohio was conducted to compare the utilization o f veterinary services in 1982 with 1983,
and to characterize animal ownership (M iller et al., 1987). Among the food-animal
producers, 63% of the beef cattle producers used veterinary services, which was less than
for dairy and swine producers. The median number o f veterinary visits per year for beef
cattle was 1, which was less than for dairy (ten) and swine (two). Among the food animal
respondents, dairy producers spent the m ost money with median veterinary expenditures
o f $450.00 per dairy farm. Swine producers were second highest with median expenditure
o f $115.00 per farm. Beef, sheep and goat producer respondents had median expenditures
of $111.00, $66.00, and $00.00 respectively. It was concluded that dairy producers used
more veterinary services than any other livestock producers in Ohio. This could have been
due to the value of individual animals, the increased use by dairy producers o f preventive
veterinary services in the form o f monthly herd health visits, or higher cost of disease
problems in dairy cattle com pared to other food animals, which producers felt required
the expertise of a veterinarian. It was also concluded that there was expansion potential
for use of veterinarians by other type o f food animal owners.
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The primary objective o f this study was to classify Louisiana beef cattle producers
according to their utilization of veterinary services. The m easurement used to evaluate use
of veterinary services was a scoring system based on questions related to preventive
measures rather than salvage or em ergency treatment o f animals. The study was also
intended to identify characteristics o f beef cattle producers who are frequent, moderate
and non-users o f veterinary services.

M aterials and Methods
The design, data collection, and data quality control techniques were described in
Chapter III of this study. Briefly, a questionnaire was designed to obtain information on
the resources, management practices, veterinary service utilization, socio-demographic and
socio-psychological characteristics o f beef cattle producers in Louisiana. A sampling
frame o f producers was obtained from the Louisiana Farm Bureau and a random sample
of 500 producers was selected. Producers were proportionally sampled according to the
nine agricultural areas o f the state. O f the 500 producers randomly selected for the study,
448 responded and 52 could not be located. O f the 448 purported beef cattle producers,
150 had cattle and 298 did not own any cattle.

The variables and their acronyms in this study are similar to those used in Chapter

III (Table III-1). Likewise, the variables were scored and ranked as in Chapter III
(Materials and M ethods). Classification o f the producers was based on the scores obtained
from the variable veterinary services utilization. The indicator variables selected were
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those related to a planned use of a veterinarian in a programmed animal health and
production scheme rather than emergency treatment o f clinically sick animals. Five
indicator variables - pre-breeding examination o f bulls, examination and evaluation of
brood cows, pregnancy diagnosis, nutritional problems consultation, and advice on the
treatment and control of gastro-intestinal worms and liverflukes were used to assess
veterinary utilization. Producers were asked if they sought the services of a veterinarian
for the indicated items regularly, as needed or never. For each o f the items, the producer
scored 2, 1, and 0 if he used a veterinarian regularly, as needed, or never respectively.
Thus, a producer who used the services of a veterinarian regularly for all the listed items
could have a maximum score o f 10, while a producer who never utilized a veterinarian
scored 0. Producers with score o f ‘O’ were classified as non-users, ‘1-5’ as moderate
users, and ‘6-10’ as frequent users of veterinary services.

All the variables were tested for normality and if necessary transformations were
carried out. Thus CALVPER and COW NO were transformed using log and logit
respectively. For the variables FEEDPRA, BREEDPRA, HERDHEAL, RECKEEP,
FACSCALE,

ECONMOT,

SOCMOT,

EXPRM OT,

INTRMOT,

OFFAINC,

and

EDUCLEV, the Kruskal-Wallis one-way analysis of variance by ranks was carried out to
decide whether the three groups were from three different populations (Siegel and
Castellan, 1988). Furthermore, for significant KW values, multiple comparison procedures
were carried out to determine which groups and how many of the groups were different
from

each

other.

Similarly,

the

continuous

variables- LOGTCOW ,

AGE, and
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LOGCAPER- were analyzed by the one-way ANOVA and multiple comparison
procedures.

Discriminant analysis, a multivariate statistical technique, was then used to identify
the factors associated with a producer being a frequent, moderate, or non-user o f
veterinary services (Kleinbaum and Kupper, 1978). Stepwise-discriminant analysis, a
procedure that operates in principle like that o f stepwise multiple regression in the sense
that one variable is included in the discriminant function at each step, this variable being
the one that results in the most significant F value after adjusting for variables already in
the model, was used to select variables to be used in the subsequent analyses. This stepby-step procedure continues until no further significant gain in discrimination can be
achieved via the addition o f more variables to the discriminant function.

Fifty percent of the producers in each group were then randomly selected and
subjected to discriminant analysis using the variables selected from the stepwise
discriminant analysis. The discriminant functions obtained from this calibration data was
then tested on the remaining 50% (73 producers) and finally to all the producers
combined (149 producers).
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Results
A total of 150 producers responded and o f these, one producer did not give
sufficient information and was, therefore, dropped from the analysis. The definitions of
all acronyms used are listed in Table III-1, Chapter III. The classification o f the beef
cattle producers resulted in 63 producers (42%) described as non-users of veterinary
services, 64 (43%) as moderate users o f veterinary services, and 22 (15%) as frequent
users o f veterinary services (Table IV -1).

A summary of the results o f the ANOVA and Kruskal-W allis analyses are
presented in Table IV-2. The analysis o f variance for the variables LOGTCOW ,
LOGTBULL, and LOGCAPER indicated that there were significant differences (p<0.01)
among the non-users, moderate users and frequent users of veterinary services. Multiple
comparison procedures using the Least Significant Differences (LSD) method yielded
significant differences (p<0.01) for all three variables among the three groups of
producers. Not only were there differences among the three groups, the mean values of
each group tended to increase from the lowest for producers who never utilized veterinary
services to the highest mean values for producers with frequent utilization of veterinary
services. For example, for the variable LOGTCOW, the mean value was 3.15 for non
users, 3.94 for moderate users, and 4.72 for frequent users of veterinary services. Thus,
the level of veterinary services utilization tended to increase with the total number of
cows, total number of bulls, and the calving percentage in the herd.
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Although producer mean AGE were significantly different (p<0.05), multiple
comparison procedures revealed that significant age differences existed between non-users
and moderate users or frequent users. Thus, there was no significant difference in mean
age between moderate and frequent users o f veterinary services.

The Kruskal-W allis one-way analysis o f variance by ranks for the variable
FEEDPRA did not show any significant differences among the three groups o f beef cattle
producers. However, for the variables BREEDPRA, HERDHEAL, RECKEEP, and
ECONMOT, the KW test results were significant (p<0.01), demonstrating that there were
significant differences amongst the three groups o f beef cattle producers. There was also
a tendency towards higher mean ranked scores with increased veterinary services
utilization for each variable. For example, the mean ranked score for BREEDPRA was
49.6 for non-users, 87.2 for moderate users, and 112.3 for frequent users of veterinary
services. For the SOCMOT variable, the mean ranked score for non-users was
significantly less (p<0.01) from either that o f the moderate users or the mean ranked score
o f the frequent users. As for EXPRM OT and INTRMOT, the highest mean scores were
obtained by the moderate users o f veterinary services. For the variable EXPRMOT, all
the three groups were significantly different (p<0.01) from each other whereas for
INTRMOT the significance difference was stronger (p<0.01) between non-users and
moderate users than that between non-users and frequent users (p<0.05).
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A summary of the results of the stepwise discriminant analysis is given in Table
IV-3. O f the thirteen variables submitted for the stepwise-wise discriminant analysis,
seven were selected into the discrim inant function. The first variable to be included in the
discriminant function was ECONM OT with a significant F <0.001 and a partial r2 of
0.355. The other variables entered and the order in which they were entered were as
follows: EXPRM OT (F<0.0001, 1^=0.253), RECKEEP (F<0.0001, r p=Q. 15), HERDHEAL
(F<0.005, ^ = 0 .0 7 1 ), BREEDPRA (F<0.02, rZp=0.052), AGE (F<0.1, r2p=0.03), and
SOCM OT (F<0.1, ^ = 0 .0 3 ). O f the seven variables selected, three were o f a sociopsychological nature. These were ECONM OT, EXPRM OT, and SOCM OT. The inclusion
of these variables and the order in which they were included indicated the importance of
socio-psychological characteristics in discriminating am ongst the three groups of
producers.

Table IV-4 shows the results o f the discriminant analysis indicating discriminant
function scores after using variables selected from the stepwise discriminant analysis for
the calibration data. Table IV-5 shows the results o f the discriminant analysis for the
calibration data obtained from the analysis performed on 76 random ly selected beef cattle
producers. O f the 76 producers, 84% o f the non-users, 75% of the moderate users and all
(100%) the frequent users o f veterinary services were correctly classified. Sixteen percent
of the non-users were misclassified into the moderate users group and 19% of the
moderate users were misclassified into the non-users group. Also 6% of the moderate
users were misclassified into the frequent users group.
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Table IV-6 gives the results o f the classification o f the producers for the remaining
73 producers or test data. O f the 73 producers classified, 88% o f the non-users, 69% of
the moderate users, and 67% o f the frequent users were correctly classified. When the
classification process was applied to all the 149 producers (Table IV-7), the percentage
of correct classification improved. Eighty six percent o f the non-users, 72% of the
moderate users, and 86% of the good users o f veterinary services were correctly
classified.

Discussion
The classification o f the beef cattle producers was based on ranked scores obtained
from answers related to the use o f veterinary services in their beef cattle operations. The
demarcation between moderate and frequent users o f veterinary services was arbitrarily
set at the median of scores 1 to 10 (score 5), this being the lowest and highest scores a
user of veterinary services could get. Previous studies have used different measurements
to evaluate the use of veterinary services by private practitioners (Charles and Charles
Associates, 1983; Research Services, 1979). The percentage of animal-owning households
using veterinary services, the num ber o f times per year that animals are seen by a
veterinarian, and the dollar expenditure by households for veterinary services have been
used to assess veterinary services utilization. In this study, the intensity o f veterinary
utilization was measured by obtaining composite scores on scheduled veterinary services
expected on a well managed beef herd operation in Louisiana (Hugh-Jones and W omack,
1983).
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In this study, 86 (58%) o f the producers used some form o f veterinary services.
This is in agreement with the Ohio study that found that 63% and 62% o f the beef cattle
producers used some form of veterinary services in 1982 and 1983 respectively (Miller
et al., 1987). The low level of veterinary services utilization is supported by another study
in California which showed that although 73% o f the veterinarians spent some time in
beef cattle practice, only 18.7% o f the veterinarians spent more than 30% o f their time
in beef cattle practice as opposed to 42.9% who spent their time in dairy practice
(Goodger, 1979).

The results show that frequent users o f veterinary services tended to have larger
herds, more bulls in their herds, and higher calving percentage than either the non-users
or the medium users o f veterinary services. The ranked scores obtained from breeding
practices, herd health practices, record-keeping, and the facilities scale were highest for
the frequent users o f veterinary services. Also for the same variables, there was a
tendency towards increased scores from the non-user group to moderate users and finally
to the frequent users group.

Although frequent users of veterinary services had the best breeding practices, herd
health practices, record-keeping and facilities scale, it cannot be concluded that these were
directly due to utilization of veterinary services. It may be that the frequent users of
veterinary services were good managers and already doing a good job in their beef cattle
operations. The fact that there is concom itant increased veterinary use in this group may
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be that because they are already good managers they may notice cases and problems in
their herds requiring veterinary attention which the other groups may not perceive as
problems. The frequent-user group may also value scheduled veterinary services more
than the other two groups.

The increased calving percent should also be interpreted with caution. Proper
nutrition, timely breeding, and good herd health programs have been shown to increase
calving percent in beef cattle herds. These practices are likely to be carried out by a good
manager who may not necessarily seek the help o f a veterinarian. However, there seems
to be a strong association between producers with good breeding practices, herd health
practices, record-keeping, and good facilities and frequent utilization of veterinary
services. Thus, it would appear that a good manager or producer interested in increasing
his calving percent would be a strong candidate in seeking veterinary services.

The group of socio-psychological variables show significant differences amongst
the three groups o f producers. The frequent-users o f veterinary services have the highest
mean ranked score for the variable ECONMOT. This would suggest that the frequent
users o f veterinary services were strongly motivated by financial gain with the objective
of making their operations economically viable. A study undertaken to classify limited
resource farmers in Ontario, Canada identified transition stage farmers who were receptive
to farm improvements and were investing their farm income back into their farms. Thus,
it would appear that the frequent users o f veterinary services, with a strong economic
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motivation, coupled with large herds, were willing to use veterinarians with the objective
of making profit and possibly expanding their operations. The frequent users o f veterinary
services had also the highest mean score for the variable SOCMOT. This could be
interpreted that this group of producers, in addition to economic motivation, was also
concerned with the recognition and prestige associated with beef cattle ranching in their
communities.

The moderate users of veterinary services ranked expressive and intrinsic value
orientations as their strongest motivating factors in their beef cattle operations.
Expressive values orientation suggest that farming is taken up mainly as a means of self
expression whereas intrinsic values orientation mean that farming is valued as an activity
in its own right. It would appear that performance o f work tasks associated with their beef
cattle operations were valued for their own sake and economic as well as social
considerations were likely to be subordinated to expressive and intrinsic ends. This study
parallels the one in Cambridgeshire in which 93 farmers were asked to rank the attributes
of a good farmer (Gasson, 1973). The larger farmers chose instrumental (making a high
income, not indebted) or social values (belonging to a farming community, caring for the
welfare o f workers) while the operators o f smaller farms stressed intrinsic aspects like
leaving the land better than they found it and preserving the countryside.

The strength of socio-psychological variables in differentiating the three groups
of producers was demonstrated by the inclusion o f three socio-psychological variables
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among the seven variables that were selected by the stepwise discriminant analysis. The
economic and expressive motivation variables were selected first and second respectively
indicating that they were strong attributes in discriminating among the three groups of
producers. The frequent-users group had very strong economic motivation whereas the
moderate users were motivated most by expressive values. In a study to investigate
Ontario farm m anagers’ socio-psychological characteristics with farm performance and
management policies, it was found that the group o f socio-psychological variables
explained between 10.8% and 24.5% o f the variation in farm performance whereas the
management group variables explained 0% to 15.5% o f the variation (Bigras-Poulin et al.,
1984a; Bigras-Poulin et al., 1984b). The study in Ontario concluded that farm m anagers’
attitudes are important when studying farm performance. The Ontario study compares well
with the present study in which the group o f socio-psychological variables were important
in discriminating among the three groups o f beef cattle producers.

Record-keeping, herd health practices, and breeding practices were the other
variables that were significantly associated with discriminating the three groups of
producers. With all the three variables, the frequent users of veterinary services had the
highest mean ranked score and the non-users had the lowest mean ranked score. It appears
that the frequent users of veterinary services recognized the importance o f record-keeping
in their beef cattle operations. The objective o f good record-keeping is to eliminate guess
work by providing factual information that may provide a base upon which to make
future management decisions (Janzen, 1983). By keeping records, the frequent users of
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veterinary services could m onitor the performance o f their operations and could base their
future decisions on past performance both in terms o f physical and financial performance.

The HERDHEAL variable included program m ed vaccination against major beef
cattle diseases, strategic treatment against liverflukes and gastro-intestinal worms. Since
brucellosis is still a problem in Louisiana, testing and vaccinating against the disease was
also included. The non-users of veterinary services had the lowest mean ranked score
indicating that these did not carry out the recom m ended herd health practices. W ith the
control and in some cases, elimination o f the severe industry disruptive diseases, the non
users group may not recognize the remaining herd health problems as economically
important. However, the frequent users group does seem to appreciate the importance of
diseases and conditions due to production deficiencies and gastro-intestinal parasite
diseases and thereby take appropriate action to control them.

Planned breeding practices are important in increasing calving percent (Rice,
1984). Cross-breeding for selected marketing options, restricted breeding, examination of
breeding bulls, culling of cows with reproductive disorders, and use o f artificial
insemination are all measures intended to improve the production o f calves in a beef
cattle enterprise. The non-users o f veterinary services did not practice the recommended
procedures as reflected by very long breeding periods, year-round calving, very low
culling rate o f cows with reproductive disorders and very low use o f artificial
insemination which translated in low BREEDPRA scores. A study carried out in Iberia,
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Louisiana demonstrated that in a herd o f 462 brood cows, 22% o f the cows did not
become pregnant at the end o f the breeding season, 4% o f the calves were lost during
gestation, 3.5% were lost near birth, and 0.5% were lost from 2 weeks to weaning
resulting in a 62.5% calf-crop weaned (94). This was because such factors as (i) time of
calving, (ii) body condition o f cows, (iii) weight changes near breeding time, (iv) length
o f breeding season, and (v) selecting bulls for semen quality, were not taken into
consideration by the producers.

AGE and SOCM OT were the last variables selected from the discriminant
analysis. For age, the non-users group was significantly different from both the moderate
and frequent users of veterinary services. The frequent users were younger on the average
than the non-users. It appears that younger producers were more willing to adopt newer
practices including using veterinarians in order to enhance productivity in their farms than
older producers. As for the SOCM OT variable, frequent users scored higher than both
moderate and non-users of veterinary services demonstrating the importance o f belonging
to the farming community to the frequent-user group.

The low number of producers in the frequent-users group necessitated the use of
randomly selecting 50% o f the producers in all the three groups for the calibration data.
If 25% o f the producers had been randomly selected for the calibration data, few
producers would have been obtained for the frequent-user group. Overall, the model was
good in discriminating among the three groups although it was more sensitive in
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discriminating between the moderate and frequent-users groups than the non-users and
moderate users groups.

In summary, this study was able to classify Louisiana beef cattle producers into
three groups according to their use o f veterinary services. There is a large group of
producers (42%) which does not use the services o f veterinarians and another group of
43% which utilizes few or moderate veterinary services. The socio-psychological
characteristics o f the producers were the m ost important group of variables in
discriminating among the three groups o f producers. M anagement and herd health
practices were also important and the model developed by the study was fairly accurate
in classifying the producers. However, the findings o f the study apply to the time the
study was undertaken and only to Louisiana beef cattle producers. Further studies would
need to be done in order to validate the present study.

The present study shows that there may be a potential market for veterinary
services among the Louisiana beef cattle producers. Innovative programs such as
programmed herd health packages, consultative services in nutrition and breeding,
production analysis, and economic and financial planning would interest producers to seek
veterinary services. Improved communication between producers and veterinarians may
also be beneficial in promoting the use o f veterinary services.

The ability of the

veterinarians to demonstrate that it is cost-efficient to use their services would go a long
way in expanding their market. Since most producers have small to medium sized herds,
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groups of producers could use the services of a veterinarian in cooperation with each
other or on a retainer basis.
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Table IV -1
Results of classification of 149 Louisiana beef cattle producers by veterinary services
utilization, 1988.

Non-users

Score

Moderate users

Frequent users

0

1- 5

6 - 10

Number

63

64

22

Percent

42

43

15
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Table IV-2
Kruskal Wallis and ANOVA analyses of characteristics of Louisiana beef cattle producers
classified by veterinary services utilization (149 producers, 1988). See Table III-l, Page
64 for definitions of acronyms.

Veterinary services utilization
Producer characteristics

Number o f producers

Non-users

63

Moderate
users

64

Good
users

22

LOGTCOW

3.15

3.94

4.72a

LOGTBULL

0.50

0.96

13®

LOGCAPER

0.45

0.72

127
51b

AGE

56

50

FEEDPRA

67.3

83.6

72. l c

BREEDPRA

49.6

87.2

112.33

HERDHEAL

52.4

80.1

125.0a

RECKEEP

52.4

80.4

124.2a

FACSCAL

59.1

82.0

100.4a

ECONMOT

49.5

83.4

123.63

SOCMOT

64.0

81.9

86.5d

EXPRMOT

48.6

101.8

72.6C

INTRMOT

67.1

82.2

76.8C

a All groups statistically significant from each other, p<0.01
b Non-users statistically significant from moderate or good users, p<0.05
c Moderate users statistically significant from non or good users <0.01
d non-users statistically significant from moderate or good users, <0.01
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Table IV-3

Results of stepwise discriminant analysis to identify factors associated with a producer
being a non-user, moderate user or good user o f veterinary services (149 Louisiana beef
cattle producers, 1988). See Table III-1, Page 64 for definitions o f acronyms.

Variable
selected

Number
Ina

Partial
r2

Probability
>F

ECONM OT

1

0.355

0.0001

EXPRM OT

2

0.253

0.0001

RECKEEP

3

0.150

0.0001

HERDHEAL

4

0.071

0.0051

BREEDPR

5

0.052

0.02

AGE

6

0.030

0.1

SOCMOT

7

0.030

0.1

a Variables listed in order of selection.
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Table IV-4

Results o f discriminant analysis indicating discriminant function scores after using
variables selected from the stepwise discrimnant analysis for calibration data (38
Louisiana beef cattle producers, 1988). See Table III-1, Page 64 for definitions of
acronyms.

Group
Variable

Non-users

M oderate users

Frequent users

ECONM OT

1.939

1.869

2.492

BREEDPR

4.220

4.088

4.554

-0.664

-1.053

-0.025

RECKEEP

0.622

1.835

1.445

SOCMOT

-1.390

-1.710

-2.437

EXPRM OT

2.126

4.106

3.552

AGE

0.543

0.544

0.700

HERDHEAL

Table IV-5

Results o f classification o f Louisiana beef cattle producers by discriminant analysis for
calibration data (76 beef cattle producers, 1988)

Number
Classified
into
non-users
n (%)

Number
Classified
into
moderate
users
n
(%)

Number
Classified
into
frequent
users
n
(%)

26

(84)

5

(16)

0

(0 )

Moderate users

6

(19)

24

(75)

2

(6)

Frequent users

0

(0)

0

(0)

13

(100)

Non-users
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Table IV-6
Results o f classification o f Louisiana beef cattle producers by discriminant analysis for
test data (73 beef cattle producers, 1988)

Number
classified
into
non-users
n (%)

Non-users

Number
classified
into
moderate
users
n
(%)

Number
classified
into
frequent
users
n
(%)

28

(88)

4

(12)

0

(0)

M oderate users

7

(22)

22

(69)

3

(9)

Frequent users

0

(0)

3

(33)

6

(67)
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Table IV-7
Results o f classification o f Louisiana beef cattle producers by discriminant analysis for
test data (149 beef cattle producers, 1988)

Number
classified
into
non-users
(%)

n

Number
classified
into
moderate
users
n (%)

Number
classified
into
frequent
users
n
(%)

Non-users

54

86

9

14

0

0

Moderate users

13

20

46

72

5

8

Frequent users

0

0

3

14

19

86

Chapter V. Comparison of Those Producers who are Still in Beef Cattle
Production To Those Who Have Left Beef Cattle Production

116

117

Introduction
Whereas the number of beef cows in Louisiana has increased slightly from
586,165 in 1987 to 592,762 in 1989, the number o f beef cattle producers has declined by
4.4% from 15,473 in 1987 to 14,762 in 1989 (Table V -l) (Louisiana Statistics, 1987;
Louisiana Statistics, 1988; Louisiana Statistics, 1989). When the state is divided into its
nine agricultural areas, it is noted that the numbers o f beef cattle producers have
decreased in the Eastern, Southwest, Central, Northcentral, and the Red River agricultural
areas. These five areas had 399,145 beef cows which was 67% o f the total number of
beef cows in the state in 1989 (Table V-2).

The reasons why farmers leave farming have been associated with the economics
of the industry. In a 1985 study of 28 families in New York state who had recently left
farming, the process of leaving farming was examined. Three aspects o f the process o f
leaving farming which were studied were: (a) the sequence o f events from the time a
family decides to leave until the members settle into their new lives, (b) discussion o f the
fam ily’s problems, adjustments, and emotions, and (c) suggestions on policies and
programs that would be helpful to such families. The study concluded that the decision
to leave farming was difficult for all families, and the period o f adjusting was often
longer than they had expected. The families had considered quitting for an average of 15
months before making the decision (Colman et al, 1986; Graham and Brake, 1986).
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M ost families encountered four m ajor problems in leaving farming. These were:
(a) lack o f information on how to dispose of the farm, (b) obtaining qualified legal
counsel, (c) great difficulty in making the transition from operating their own businesses
to finding satisfactory and meaningful new employment, and (d) loss o f personal identity
and place in the community. The information obtained from the study was used to help
extension agents understand the problems confronting New Y ork’s farm families. This
study, however, considered only those farm families that had left farming for economic
reasons only. It is also clear that families do not give up farming easily.

Factors other than purely economic have been considered in studies that determine
why farmers remain in the farming business. It is therefore logical that apart from
economic reasons there may be other reasons why farmers leave the farming business.
Between 1974 and 1976, 442 dairy farmers out of 1,749 went out o f the dairy farming
business in Louisiana. In 1977, a study was conducted to determine what factors
contributed to the rapid decline in dairy herd numbers in Louisiana (Deere, 1977). The
objectives of the study were to: (a) compare the extent to which good dairy production
and management practices were used by farmers who had gone out o f business to those
who were still in business, (b) determine differences in attitudes between the two groups,
and (c) determine self and family satisfaction, size of dairy operations, milk production
levels, and use o f extension services as source o f information for the two groups. The
study concluded that those dairymen who remained in business were younger, had larger
herds, higher milk production, did a more efficient job of record-keeping, and had a
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higher formal education. This study recognized the importance o f socio-demographic and
socio-psychological characteristics and included them as possible differentiating factors
between the two groups.

Economic studies o f beef cattle producers in Louisiana indicate that, in general,
they do not run profitable enterprises (Comeaux, 1983; Hardy, 1983; Fielder et al., 1986).
Thus, factors other than economic gain may help to explain why beef cattle producers
remain in beef cattle production despite their losses in monetary terms. On the other hand
little research attention has been directed to Louisiana beef cattle producers who have
gone out of beef cattle production. An understanding o f the factors associated with their
going out o f beef cattle production could be used by producers remaining in ranching to
avoid pitfalls in production and overall beef cattle management. These factors could also
be useful in understanding why producers remain in ranching despite the seemingly nonprofitable nature of the enterprises. Finally, knowledge obtained from such a study could
be used by extension specialists and administrators in providing training for agents who
are working with ranchers.

Thus, the objectives of this study were: (a) to compare the farm resources, beef
cattle production and management practices, socio-demographic and socio-psychological
characteristics of ranchers who left beef cattle production to those who are still in
production, and (b) to identify those factors that are associated with remaining or leaving
beef cattle production among Louisiana beef cattle producers.
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Materials and Methods
The member lists o f the Louisiana Cattlemen Association for 1987 and 1989 were
compared to obtain producers who may have left beef cattle production in the last two
years. Those who were members in 1987 but not in 1989, were considered to have left
ranching. A questionnaire, based on an earlier one that had been sent to producers who
were still in beef cattle production and containing similar questions on the resources,
management

practices,

veterinary

services

utilization,

and

socio-psychological

characteristics (Appendix II), was sent to all the 450 producers who were considered to
have left beef cattle production in the last two years. Additional questions on the year
they left ranching, how they used their land after ranching, and the factors that influenced
them to quit ranching were included in the questionnaire.

M anagement practices, herd health practices, veterinary services utilization, and
the socio-psychological characteristics o f the participating ex-ranchers were quantified as
for the producers who were still in beef cattle production. For all dichotomous variables,
the presence o f the activity or facility was coded as "1" and its absence was coded as "0".
For all ordinal variables, an increasing level of activity or facility corresponded to an
increasing score for that variable. For example, the response to " W hat is the length of
the breeding period in your herd ?" was recorded as 60 days or less (score 5), 61-90 days
(score 4), 91-120 days (score 3), 121-180 days (score 2), and 181-365 days (score 1). The
60 days or less period was given the highest score because it is the recommended period
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for allowing cows to run with bulls in order to realize a good calf crop. Year-round
breeding o f cows was given the least score.

Composite variables such as feeding practices, breeding practices, record-keeping,
herd health practices, veterinary services utilization, and the socio-psychological
characteristics were scored by summing the coded values given to each indicator variable
making up that particular composite variable. All the variables were tested for normality
and, if necessary, transformations were carried out. Calving percentage (CALVPER) and
the number o f cows in a herd (COW NO) were transformed using log and logit
respectively. Chi-square tests were carried out to test whether the two groups differed
with respect to various measured practices and characteristics. The W ilcoxan ranked sums
test was used to test whether for the ordinal variables FEEDPRA, BREEDPRA, VETUT,
HERDHEAL, RECKEEP, FACSCAL, ECONM OT, SOCM OT, EXPRM OT, INTRMOT,
and EDUCLEV, there were any significant differences between the producers who were
still in beef cattle production and those who had left beef cattle production. For the
variables LOGTCOW , LOGTBULL, and LOGCAPER, the t-test was used to test for any
significant differences between the two groups. The definitions o f the variables and their
acronyms are given in Table III-1 (Chapter III).

In order to test for the variables that were important in differentiating the two
groups in terms of beef cattle production and m anagement practices and their sociopsychological characteristics, a step-wise discriminant analysis was performed. This step-
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by-step procedure was continued until no further significant gain in discrimination
between the two groups could be achieved by the addition o f more variables to the
discriminant function. Twenty five percent o f the producers who were still in beef cattle
production and those who had left beef cattle production were then randomly selected and
subjected to discriminant analysis using the variables selected from the step-wise
discriminant analysis. The discriminant functions obtained from the calibration data (58
producers and ex-producers) were then used to test the classification o f all the producers
and ex-producers (231 respondents). All the statistical analyses were carried out by the.
use o f the Statistical Analysis System (SAS, 1987).

Results
Out of the 450 people selected as having left beef cattle production, 82 (18%)
responded and had left beef cattle production, 267 (59%) were still in beef cattle
production, 5 (1% ) were too ill to participate in the study, and 128 (28%) did not respond
to the questionnaire. There was an overair 72% response to the questionnaire.

O f the 82 people who had left beef cattle production, 34 (42%) left in 1987, 25
(31%) left in 1988, 14 (17%) left in 1986, 6 (7%) in 1989, and 3 (4%) left before 1986
(Table V-3i). About 79% (65 o f the 82) o f these producers left beef cattle production
between 1987 and 1989. Some 85% had been sole owners or had been in partnership
(Table V-3ii). In their responses as to what effect the cost o f beef cattle production had
on their decision to quit beef cattle production, 44 (54%) answered that the cost of
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operation had nothing to do with their decision to quit (Table V-3iii) and 21 (26%)
responded that the cost of operation was important in their decision to leave ranching
(Tables V-3iv ).

Specific reasons given for leaving beef cattle production were as follows: high cost
of operation (26%), high beef prices (11%), ill-health (9%), tired of hobby (6%), and 48
percent who did not give any specific reason (Table V-3v). O f these ex-ranchers, 18
(22%) converted their grazing land to the production o f crops (Table V-3vi); 7 (35%)
grew soybeans, 3 (15%) grew hay, 2 (10%) grew vegetables, and 8 (40%) grew other
crops such as corn, wheat and milo (Table V-3vii).

A summary o f the results o f the chi-square tests is presented in Table V-4. There
was no significant difference in type o f ownership between the two groups (Table V-4i).
Both groups had very high proportions (>80%) o f producers who were sole proprietors
of their ranches.

Feeding Practices: (Table V-4ii)
There was a significant difference (p<0.05) between producers who were still in
beef cattle production and those who had left beef cattle production with regard to
clipping and clipping together with fertilization o f pastures. W hereas the proportion of
producers who clipped their pastures was higher for producers who had left beef cattle
production than that for producers who were still in beef cattle production, the proportion
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of producers who clipped and fertilized their pastures was higher for those still in beef
cattle production when the two groups were compared. Supplementary feeding o f hay and
protein for both registered and unregistered cattle was also statistically significant
(p<0.01) with the group still in beef cattle production doing a better job of feeding cattle
than the group that had left ranching.

Breeding Practices: (Table V-4iii)
For the Brahman and Brahman crosses, there was no difference between the two
groups as regards the period o f the year when the cows were bred. There was a higher
proportion of producers (p<0.05) among the ex-ranchers who bred their cows all the yearround (60%) than among the producers who were still in beef cattle production (52%).
There were no significant differences between the two groups as regards breeding to
improved bulls, breeding to pure-bred bulls, and practicing artificial insemination.

Veterinary Services Utilization: (Table V-4iv)
Among the indicator variables for veterinary services utilization, the two groups
differed significantly (p<0.001) in their use of veterinarians for the examination and
evaluation of brood cows, pregnancy diagnosis, and the strategic treatment against gastro
intestinal worms and liverflukes. Those producers who were still in beef cattle production
utilized veterinarians to evaluate brood cows, carried out pregnancy diagnosis, and treated
against gastro-intestinal worms and liverflukes m ore than those producers who were no
longer in beef cattle production.
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Herd Health Practices: (Table V -4v)

The two groups were not significantly different in vaccinating against brucellosis,
leptospirosis, anaplasmosis, vibriosis, anthrax, black-leg, and bovine viral diarrhoea
(BVD). However, there were significant differences (p<0.01) between the two groups in
vaccinating

against

malignant

edema,

infectious

bovine

rhinotracheitis

(IBR),

parainfluenza virus disease, strategic treatm ent against gastro-intestinal worms and
liverflukes, and testing against brucellosis. Overall, the group that was still in beef cattle
production did better in carrying out the recom m ended herd health practices than the
group that was no longer in beef cattle production.

Record Keeping Practices: (Table V-4vi)
Those producers still in beef cattle production did not differ significantly from the
producers who were no longer in beef cattle production with respect to cow identification
records, artificial insemination breeding records, pregnancy test records, calf birth date
records, health records, and vaccination records. Among the indicator variables for record
keeping, the two groups differed (p<0.1) in recording abortions, death and sales o f their
animals. Those still in beef cattle production did a better job than those who had left beef
catde production.

Beef Cattle Facilities: (Table V-4vii)
There were no significant differences between the two groups in as far as the main
facilities required for efficient beef cattle production were concerned. The group still in
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beef cattle production had more hay rakes and hay balers (p<0.01) than the group that had
left beef cattle production.

Family. Relatives, and Friends’ Participation: (Table V-4viii)
When unpaid labor was evaluated between the two groups, it was found that there
was no difference in family and friends’ participation in beef cattle production between
the two groups except for help from relatives which was found to be higher (p<0.01)
among beef cattle producers still in beef cattle production as compared to those who had
left beef cattle production.

Educational Level: (Table V-4ix)
The difference in educational level between the two groups was significant
(p<0.10) but not at the 0.05 significance level. Overall the producers who were no longer
in beef cattle production had a better educational level than the producers who were still
in beef cattle production. There was a higher proportion of producers with elementary
school education among producers who were still in beef cattle production than among
those who were no longer in beef cattle production.

Ill
Source o f Income: (Table V-4x)

The group still in beef cattle production had a higher proportion o f respondents
(p<0.05) whose main source of income was from beef cattle production than the group
which had left ranching. Overall both groups a small percent o f producers (<15%) who
depended on beef cattle production as a main source o f income.

Socio-psychological Characteristics: (Table V-4xi to Table V-4xiv)
More producers who had left beef cattle production considered making profit, beef
cattle production as long term source o f income, and expanding the business as very
important when compared to those who were still in beef cattle production (p<0.0001).
However, more producers who were still in beef cattle production considered belonging
to the farming community, and continuing the family tradition important or very important
when compared to those who had left beef cattle production (p<0.05).

A summary of the results of the t-test and the W ilcoxan Ranked sums test is
presented in Table V-5. The t-test analyses indicated that there were significant
differences (p<0.05) with the variables LOGTBULL and LOGCAPER. The producers who
were still in beef cattle production had a higher average number o f bulls and calving
percent than the producers who had left ranching. LOGTCOW and AGE were not
significantly different between the two groups.
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The W ilcoxan Ranked Sums test did not demonstrate any significant differences
between the two groups for the variables VETUT, HERDHEAL, RECKEEP, FACSCAL,
EXPRM OT, and INTRMOT. However, for the variables FEEDPRA, BREEDPRA,
ECONMOT, SOCMOT, and EDUCLEV, there were significant differences between the
two groups. The producers who were still in beef cattle production had higher scores for
FEEDPRA, BREEDPRA (p<0.01) and SOCM OT (p<0.05) than the producers who had
left beef cattle production. On the other hand, producers who had quit ranching had higher
scores for ECONM OT and EDUCLEV (p<0.01) than those producers who were still in
beef cattle production.

In order to determine which of the variables were m ost important in differentiating
the two groups, a step-wise discrim inant analysis was performed. Results o f the step-wise
discriminant analysis are presented in Table V-6. O f the fifteen variables submitted for
the step-wise discriminant analysis, six were selected. The first variable to be selected was
ECONM OT with a significant F (p<0.0001) and a partial r2 of 0.1607. The other variables
were selected and entered in the following order: BREEDPRA F (p<0.0001), r2p= 0.1361;
LOGTBULL F (p<0.0001), ^ = 0 .0 6 7 6 ; FEEDPRA F (p<0.0064), i2p=0.0324; SOCMOT
F (p<0.0256, r2p=0.022) and EDUCLEV F (p<0.0385), ^ = 0 .0 1 9 . O f the six variables
selected from the step-wise discrim inant analysis, two (ECONM OT and SOCMOT) were
socio-psychological and two (FEEDPRA and BREEDPRA) were managemental.
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Table V-7 shows the results o f the discriminant analysis for the calibration data
obtained from the analysis performed on 58 randomly selected respondents (37 still in
beef cattle production and 21 who were no longer in beef cattle production). The results
show that 81% o f the producers still in beef cattle production were correctly classified
while 86% of those who left beef cattle production were correctly classified. When the
discriminant function coefficients obtained from the calibration data were applied to all
the respondents in the two groups (149 still in beef cattle production and 82 who were
no longer in beef cattle production), the correct classification for producers still in beef
cattle production was 76% whereas that for producers who had quit was 70%.

Discussion
The high number o f people selected for the study as having left beef cattle
production but who were still in beef cattle production indicates the high num ber o f beef
cattle producers who were no longer members of the Louisiana C attlem en’s Association.
This may have been due to the lack o f updating the membership o f the Association or
producers may have left the association because they did not see any advantages of being
members o f the association. The problems o f obtaining comprehensive list frames for
sampling especially for beef cattle have been discussed (Danaye-Elmi et al., 1986; Diesch
et al., 1974). It is difficult and expensive to construct, maintain, and update lists of beef
cattle operations. In a study to evaluate list frames for disease surveillance sampling of
California beef cattle, it was found that out of 167 names o f purported beef cattle
operations from the Statistical Reporting Service (SRS), 43 named operations had only
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dairy cattle, 24 operations did not have any beef cattle, and 12 operations could not be
located (Danaye-Elmi et al., 1986). Use o f different sources as list frames may be useful
in compiling a composite master list.

The questionnaire was formulated to correspond to the previous questionnaire
which had been used to study beef cattle production and m anagem ent practices among
Louisiana beef cattle producers (Appendix II). This was also intended to facilitate the
comparison of producers who had left beef cattle production and those who were still in
beef cattle production.

O f the 82 producers who had left beef cattle production, 65 (79%) left between
1987 and 1989 while 17 (21%) left before 1987. Thus the majority o f the producers had
quit beef cattle production within the last two years o f the study and could, presumably
accurately recollect their beef cattle production and m anagem ent practices. When
producers were asked to give additional personal reasons for going out o f beef cattle
production, only 42 (51%) o f these people responded. It would therefore appear that 49
percent o f the producers who left beef cattle production considered the process o f leaving
complex with an interplay o f many factors which could not be responded to with simple
answers.

W hen the chi-square tests were performed to compare the type o f business
organization for the two groups, there was no significant difference in type o f ownership
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between the producers who were still in production and those who had left ranching. The
majority o f the producers in both groups were sole proprietors indicating that beef cattle
operations in Louisiana were small family enterprises. The decision whether to remain or
leave beef cattle operation would also depend on the family.

The chi-square tests perform ed on the feeding practices o f the two groups show
that the producers w ho rem ained in beef cattle production improved their pastures by
clipping and fertilization and carried out supplementary feeding o f their cattle more than
those producers who had left ranching. In a study to compare dairy producers who were
still in business to those who had left the dairy business in Louisiana, it was found that
producers who were still in business had more winter and summer supplementary pastures
in terms o f total acreage and acreage per cow than those producers who were out o f the
dairy cattle business (Deere, 1977). It would seem that beef cattle producers who
remained in ranching appreciated the importance of good nutrition to their cattle more
than those producers who had left ranching.

Among the breeding practices indicator variables, there were no significant
differences for breeding periods for cows, other than the Brahman and Brahman crosses
between the two groups. The Brahman and Brahman crosses are commonly found in the
southern part of the state where they can withstand the hot and humid weather conditions
during the summer months. It appears that producers in the southern part o f the state who
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remained in beef cattle production earned out better breeding practices than those who
had left ranching.

Veterinary services utilization by beef cattle producers has always been low
(Radostits and Blood, 1985). In a California study it was found that 26% of the operations
did not use the services of a veterinarian and the remaining 74% used a veterinarian only
to treat complicated cases or to vaccinate against brucellosis once or twice a year. In this
study, even though both groups had low utilization o f veterinary services, there were
significant differences between the two groups in their use o f veterinarians for evaluation
o f brood cows, pregnancy diagnosis, and strategic treatment against gastro-intestinal
worms and liverflukes. The low proportion o f producers still in beef cattle production who
utilized veterinary services for examination o f brood cows and pregnancy diagnosis,
indicates that even for producers who rem ained in production there is need to increase
these services if beef cattle production is to be improved.

Among the herd health practices, the two groups differed in as far as vaccinating
against malignant edema, infectious bovine rhinotracheitis (IBR), parainfluenza (PI),
strategic treatment against gastro-intestinal worms and liverflukes, and testing against
brucellosis. It appears that those producers still in beef cattle production considered
malignant edema, IBR, and PI to be so important as to warrant vaccination against them.
However, the proportion o f producers still in beef cattle production who vaccinated
against these diseases was small compared to those who vaccinated against what they
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considered as the major diseases such as brucellosis, leptospirosis, and blackleg. The
difference in treatment against gastro-intestinal worms and liverflukes indicates the
importance attached to these disease conditions by producers who were still in beef cattle
production. Those producers who were still in beef cattle production tested their cattle for
brucellosis more than those who had left beef cattle production demonstrating the
vigilance of these producers to eradicate the disease from their herds and a commitment
to stay in ranching.

Both groups did not keep adequate records and there were no differences between
the two groups for most o f the indicator variables for record-keeping except for abortion
dates records and death or sales records. This shows that the producers who were still in
production were more concerned about the cause of abortions and deaths in their herds
and would probably take action to reduce or prevent them. However, even for these
indicator variables where those in production had better records than those out of
production, the proportions of individuals keeping records were low in both groups. This
study differs from the dairy cattle study in Louisiana where producers who were still in
business kept better records than those who were out o f business.

As far as beef cattle facilities are concerned, there was no significant difference
between the two groups. Both groups had the necessary facilities/equipment for handling
animals safely and for running a successful beef cattle operation. Those still in beef cattle
operation had more hay rakes and hay balers than those who had left beef cattle
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operation. However, the possession or lack of these two items were not considered to be
vital in the running o f a successful beef cattle operation.

W hen unpaid family and friends’ labor is considered, there is no difference
between the two groups except for children and relatives’ labor. More producers who are
still in beef cattle production get help from their children and relatives than those who left
beef cattle production. Since Louisiana beef cattle operations are small family-run
enterprises, involving children and relatives seems to help in keeping producers in
business.

The educational level o f producers who are still in beef cattle production was
lower than that o f producers who had left beef cattle production. The proportion o f
college graduates was also higher for those who had quit ranching than those who were
still in beef cattle production. It may be that individuals with a higher formal education
are more likely to get better off-farm employment and therefore able to quit if they feel
their operations are not economically viable enterprises. This study differs from the dairy
production study in Louisiana which found that those dairy producers who were still in
business had higher formal education than those who were out o f business (Deere, 1977).
Also the fact that there were more producers among those in beef cattle production whose
main source of income was from beef cattle production than for those who were no
longer in beef cattle production, would indicate that producers with other sources of
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income were more likely to get out o f beef cattle production than those whose main
source o f income was from beef cattle production.

After scoring and ranking the indicator variables to form composite variables, it
was found that two managemental (feeding and breeding practices), two sociopsychological characteristics (economic motivation and social motivation), and educational
level were significantly different between the two groups. The total number o f bulls per
herd was higher for those producers still in production than for those who had come out
of beef cattle production. The number o f bulls per herd was a reflection o f herd size
indicating that producers still in beef cattle production had larger herds than the ex
producers. The calving percent for producers who were still in production was higher than
for those producers who had left ranching. This shows that producers who were still in
ranching had better production and management practices than those who had left and this
was reflected in their higher calving percent. This study is in agreement with the
Louisiana dairy producers study where producers who were still in the dairy business had
higher milk production than those who were no longer in the dairy cattle business (Deere,
1977). Proper feeding and timely breeding o f beef cows are important in realizing a good
calving percent. The producers who were still in beef cattle production had better feeding
and breeding practices than those who had left ranching and consequently had a better
calving percent.
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As far as socio-psychological characteristics were concerned, those individuals
who had left beef cattle production had higher scores for economic motivation and
educational level than those who were still in beef cattle production. It would appear that
those producers who left ranching had economic gain as their prim ary objective for being
into beef cattle production. Because of their higher formal education level and economic
gain motivation, they could assess whether they were making any profit. If they felt that
they were not making any profit, they were likely to leave ranching. In a study that
discussed the value orientations o f farmers, it was suggested that those farmers who
survived the crisis o f American agriculture were those whose actions deviated from the
profit maximization and optimizing calculations o f the 1970’s (M ooney, 1986). The
higher educational level o f those producers who left beef cattle production helped them
to get better alternative employm ent and appreciated the high opportunity cost o f
managing a herd in relation to an income earned elsewhere.

The social scale motivation was higher for those in production than for those who
had left production indicating that belonging to the farming community was very
important to the producers who were still in beef cattle production. In discussing the
values o f farmers, it has been suggested that other values may supersede profit
maximization as the single criteria by which decisions are made. Continued assumptions
that economic values have top priority in farming have led to the erroneous conclusions
that non-economic values are irrational and inefficient. The dairy cattle study in Louisiana
had one variable that was o f a socio-psychological nature. When career satisfaction of
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producers who were still in business was com pared to those who had left business, it was
found that there was no difference between the two groups (Deere, 1977).

W hen the step-wise discrim inant analysis was carried out to identify factors
associated with a producer being in or out o f beef cattle production, o f the six variables
selected, two were managemental and three socio-demographic and socio-psychological
variables. Economic motivation was the m ost important variable selected indicating that
it was the most important variable in determ ining whether an individual remained or left
beef cattle production. It appears that those producers whose top priority was financial
gain were more likely to leave beef cattle production than those who were motivated by
other factors such as belonging to the farming community. The producers who had good
feeding and breeding practices with subsequent realization o f a good calving percent were
likely to remain in beef cattle production. Social values motivation such as belonging to
the farming community, gaining recognition as a rancher, and working with other
members o f the family was also an important variable in differentiating the two groups.
Producers with a lower economic motivation score but higher social motivation score
were more likely to stay in ranching indicating that social motives may supersede
economic motives among Louisiana beef cattle producers. The total number o f bulls per
herd was included more as a reflection of herd size than as the number of bulls per se.
Educational level was included and was found to be higher for individuals who left beef
cattle production than for those who rem ained in beef cattle production possibly because
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these people could get alternative employment having failed to achieve their economic
goals from ranching.

When the model was tested using the selected variables from the step-wise
discriminant analysis, 76% of the producers who were still in beef cattle production were
correctly classified as were 70% o f those who had left beef cattle production. This
classification could be improved by developing and refining a mechanism to measure beef
cattle production and m anagement practices. An instrument to measure milking
management effectiveness has been developed and its reliability tested by comparing
experts’ scores and rankings o f milking management practices with the scores and
rankings given by non-experts (Goodger et al., 1984; Goodger et al., 1988). The
mechanism to score and rank beef cattle management practices could also be improved
by additional indicator variables that may not have been used in this study.

Summary Conclusions
This study identified six important variables that differentiated producers who
remained in beef cattle production from those who were no longer in beef cattle
production. Three o f the variables selected were either o f a socio-psychological nature or
a socio-demographic nature. Economic motivation was the most important variable
selected indicating that those producers whose main objective was financial gain were
more likely to leave beef cattle production if they felt that their operations were not
making any profits. On the other hand, those producers who rem ained in beef cattle
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production had higher social motivation scores than those who left ranching demonstrating
that other reasons such as belonging to the farming community, working with other
members o f the family were more important to them than mere economic gain. Among
the management factors, feeding and breeding practices were important in discriminating
between the two groups with the group still in beef production scoring higher in both
categories than the group which was no longer in beef cattle production. Number o f bulls
per herd was also selected but was probably a reflection o f herd size rather than the
number of bulls per se. Formal educational level was the last variable to be selected and
was higher for the group which had quit beef cattle production showing that those
producers with a good formal education and therefore with good prospect for better
paying off-farm jobs were likely to quit ranching if they felt they were not going to
benefit financially from their beef cattle operations.
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Table V -l
Number o f beef cattle producers and brood cows in Louisiana, 1987-1989.
Year

Number o f producers

Number o f brood cows

1987

15,473

586,165

1988

14,083

572,768

1989

14,793

592,762

Table V-2

Number o f beef cattle producers and brood cows by agricultural area in Louisiana, 19871989.

Agricultural
area

1987
# Producers # Cows

1988
# Producers

# Cows

1989
# Producers # Cows

Metropolitan

325

20,100

346

22,943

348

22,145

Cane Belt

700

43,968

710

45,955

703

46,526

Eastern

2,111

57,620

1,437

55,810

1,961

61,450

Acadian

2,420

86,710

1,950

69,050

2,699

90,696

Southwest

2,629

131,015

2,538

133,025

2,053

118,214

Central

2,803

70,283

2,833

71,442

2,715

70,750

853

24,100

778

24,475

910

34,250

North-Central

1,685

48,870

1,584

47,870

1,521

45,580

Red River

1,947

103,499

1,907

102,198

1,883

103,151

Delta

142
Table V-3

Characteristics o f 82 Louisiana beef cattle producers who left beef cattle production
Table V-3i Year in which producers left beef cattle production.
Year

Number

Percent

1984

1

1.2

1985

2

2.4

1986

14

17.1

1987

34

41.5

1988

25

30.5

1989

6

7.3

Table V-3ii

Farm business organization
Type o f organization

Number_______

Sole proprietor

Percent

65

84.1

Partnership

9

11.0

Corporation

3

3.7

Others

1

1.2

Table V-3iii
Effects of cattle prices.
Num ber

Percent

None

42

5.12

Little

22

26.8

Much

18

22.0

Table V-iv
Effects of cost of operation
N um ber

Percent

None

44

53.7

Little

17

20.7

Much

21

25.6

Table V-3v
Specific reasons for going out o f beef cattle production.

Reason

Number

Percent

High cost o f operation

21

26.0

High beef prices

9

13.6

111 health

7

10.6

Tired o f hobby

5

7.6

40

42.2

Others

Table V-3vi
Number of producers who converted the cattle land to crop production.
Num ber

Percent

Converted

18

22.2

Did not

63

77.8

Table V-3vii
Crops grown on converted land.
Crop

Num ber

Percent

Soybeans

7

35.0

Hay

3

15.0

Vegetables

2

10.0

Corn

2

10.0

Others

6

30.0
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Table V-4

Comparison of farm resources, beef cattle production, and management practices o f those
producers still in beef cattle production (149 producers) to those who left beef cattle
production (82 people).

Table V-4i
Farm business organization
In beef production
%

Out o f production
%

a. sole proprietorship

83.2

84.2

b. partnership

12.1

11.0

c. corporation

4.0

3.7

d. others

0.7

1.2

X2

P
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Table V-4ii

Feeding Practices
In beef
production
%

Out of
production

27.8

46.3

68.1

51.2

b. Feeding hay(R.C)*

11.8

15.4

Feeding hay and
concentrates(R.C)

70.6

23.1

c. Feeding hay(U.C)*

14.8

Feeding hay and
concentrates(U.C)

83.1

a. Clipping of pastures
Clipping and fertilization

* R.C = Registered Cattle
U.C = Unregistered Cattle

X2

%

8.048

0.018

15.242

0.002

30.0

62.9

109.905

0.0001
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Table V-4iii

Breeding Practices
In beef
production

Out of
production

X2

%

%

i. 91-120 days

16.1

25.6

ii. 121-180 days

31.5

14.6

iii. year-round

52.4

59.8

8.901

0.012

a. Length of Breeding
period

b. Breeding to improved
bulls

36.4

29.3

1.185

0.2760

c. Breeding to pure-bred
bulls

76.7

74.4

0.155

0.6940

d. Artificial insemination

8.1

12.2

1.019

0.3130
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Table V-4iv

Veterinary Services Utilization
In beef
production

Out of
production

X2

%

%

a. Evaluation o f brood cows
i.
As needed
ii. Regularly

25.5
7.4

9.8

0

16.397

0.0001

b. Evaluation of bulls
i. As needed
ii. Regularly

25.5
7.4

23
3.7

1.653

0.4370

c. Pregnancy diagnosis
i.
As needed
ii. Regularly

21.5
10.1

7.3
2.4

13.924

0.0010

d. Nutritional Advice
i.
As needed
ii. Regularly

31.8
3.4

35.4
6.1

1.443

0.4860

e. Treatment against worms
and liverfukes
i.
As needed
ii. Regularly

29.7
10.1

58.5
7.3

18.411

0.0001
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Table V-4v

Herd Health Practices
In beef
production

Out o f
production

X2

P

%

%

a. Vaccination against
brucellosis

85.9

91.5

1.534

0.2160

b. Vaccination against
leptospirosis

50.7

46.3

0.397

0.5290

c. Vaccination against
anaplasmosis

24.3

26.8

0.176

0.6750

d. Vaccination against
vibriosis

24.3

20.7

0.384

0.5350

e. Vaccination against
anthrax

33.8

36.6

0.183

0.6690

f. Vaccination against
blackleg

68.5

57.3

2.866

0.0900

g. Vaccination against
malignant edema

39.9

17.1

12.651

0.0001

h. Vaccination against IBR

29.7

14.6

6.528

0.0110

i. Vaccination against PI

27.7

13.4

6.156

0.0130

j. Vaccination against BVD

28.4

20.7

1.618

0.2030

k. Treatm ent against worms
and liverfukes

89.9

75.6

8.440

0.0040

1. Test against brucellosis

71.6

85.4

5.548

0.0190
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Table V -4vi
Record Keeping Practices

In beef
production
%

Out of
production
%

59.1

53.7

0.630

8.5

12.2

0.823

c. Pregnancy test records

12.8

14.6

0.161

0.6880

d. C alf birth dates

43.0

43.9

0.019

0.8890

e. Health records

21.5

18.3

0.331

0.5650

f. Vaccination records

40.3

30.5

2.176

0.1400

g. Abortion dates

20.8

11.0

3.569

0.0590

h. Calf birth or sales

61.1

48.8

3.256

0.0710

a. Cow identification dates
b. A l breeding records

X2

151
Table V-4vii

Facilities
In beef
production
%

Out of
production
%

X2

a. Corrals and working pens

89.2

93.9

1.413

b. W orking chutes

89.22

93.9

1.413

c. Sick pens

48.7

36.6

3.111

d. Cattle trailer

76.5

73.2

0.317

e. Tractor

91.3

89.0

0.311

f. Pick-up

94.6

92.7

0.353

g. Hay rake

56.6

35.4

9.408

h. Hay baler

57.2

35.4

10.028
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Table V-4viii

Friends’ and Family Labor
In beef
production
%

Out o f
production

a. Spouse

49.0

b. Children

X2

P

48.8

0.001

0.9750

56.5

45.1

2.714

0.0990

c. Neighbors/friends

54.7

45.1

1.950

0.1630

d. Relatives

53.4

35.4

6.873

0.0090

a. Elementary

12.8

6.1

b. High School

54.4

45.1

c. College

32.2

47.6

8.813

0.0660

10.1

1.2

6.480

0.0110

%

Table V-4ix
Formal Educational Level

Table V-4x
Beef as Main Source of Income
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Table V -4xi
Economic values
In beef
production
%

Out o f
production
%

51.7

86.6

(ii) Important

32.2

9.8

(iii) Less important

16.1

X2

(a) Profit making
(i)

Very important

3.7

28.077

0.0001

26.533

0.0001

34.790

0.0001

(b) Long-term source o f income
(i)

Very important

34.2

68.3

(ii) Important

42.3

25.6

(iii) Less important

23.5

6.1

(c) Expanding the business
(i)

Very important

18.1

53.7

(ii) Important

40.3

31.7

(iii) Less important

41.6

14.6
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Table V-4xii
Social values
In beef
production

Out o f
production

%

%

6.0

8.5

(ii) Important

29.5

28.1

(iii) Less important

63.8

63.4

13.4

11.0

(ii) Important

59.1

42.7

(iii) Less important

27.5

46.3

18.8

14.6

(ii) Important

47.0

26.8

(iii) Less important

34.2

58.5

22.8

23.2

(ii) Important

46.3

32.9

(iii) Less important

30.9

42.7

X2

(a) Recognition and Prestige
(i)

Very important

1.067

0.7850

8.397

0.015

13.213

0.0010

6.203

0.1020

(b) Belonging to Farming Community
(i)

Very important

(c) Continuing Family Tradition
(i)

Very important

(d) Working with Family Members
(i)

Very important
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Table V -4xiii
Expressive values

In beef
production

Out of
production

%

%

46.3

53.7

(ii) Important

39.6

34.1

(iii) Less important

14.1

12.2

43.6

43.9

(ii) Important

38.9

43.9

(iii) Less important

17.5

12.2

51.7

64.6

(ii) Important

33.6

24.4

(iii) Less important

14.8

11.0

X2

P

1.143

0.5650

1.260

0.5330

3.610

0.164

(a) Pride of Ownership
(i)

Very important

(b) Gaining Self-respect
(i)

Very important

(c) Challenging Task
(i)

Very important
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Table V -4xiv
Intrinsic values

In beef
production
%

Out o f
production

51.7

57.3

40.3

37.8

8.0

4.9

X2

%

(a) Relaxation with Animals
(i)

Very important

(ii) Important
(iii) Less important

1.165

0.5590

1.632

0.4420

2.054

0.3580

2.161

0.3390

(b) Healthy Outdoor Activity
(i)

Very important

(ii) Important
(iii) Less important

45.0

45.1

47.6

42.7

7.4

12.2

(c) Value in Hard W ork
(i)

Very important

40.9

42.7

(ii) Important

45.6

37.8

(iii) Less important

13.4

19.5

(d) Independence from Supervision
(i)

Very important

43.0

36.6

(ii) Important

46.3

46.3

(iii) Less important

10.7

17.1
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Table V-5

Comparison of Characteristics o f Beef Cattle Producers W ho are Still In B eef Cattle
Production (149 Producers) to Those W ho are Out o f B eef Cattle Production (82 People)
by T-test and the Wilcoxan Ranked Sums Test. See Page 58, Table III-1 for definitions
o f acronyms.
Producer Status
Producer Characteristics*

In Production

Out of Production

T-test
LOGTCOW

3.72

3.51

LOGTBULL

0.85

0.54a

LOGCAPER

0.69

0.53a

AGE

52.80

49.60

FEEDPRA

130.10

90.50b

BREEDPRA

126.90

97.50b

VETUT

114.90

118.00

HERDHEAL

121.10

106.80

RECKEEP

120.60

107.60

FACSCAL

112.30

122.80

ECONMOT

95.34

153.50c

SOCMOT

122.80

103.60a

EXPRM OT

113.40

120.70

INTRMOT

117.60

113.00

EDUCLEV

108.50

129.70b

W ilcoxan Ranked Sums Test

a Statistically significant, p<0.05
b Statistically significant, p<0.01
c Statistically significant, pcO.OOl
* Definitions of acronyms in Table I in Chapter II
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Table V-6

Results o f Stepwise Discriminant Analysis To identify Factors Associated W ith a
Producer being In or Out o f Beef Cattle Production (231 people)

Variable
Selected

Number
Ina

Partial
r2

Probability
>F

ECONMOT

1

0.1607

0.0001

BREEDPRA

2

0.1361

0.0001

LOGTBULL

3

0.0676

0.0001

FEEDPRA

4

0.0324

0.0064

SOCMOT

5

0.0220

0.0256

UDUCLEV

6

0.0190

0.0385

a Variables listed in order of selection
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Table V-7

Results o f Classification of Producers by Discriminant Analysis into Those Producers
W ho are In or Out of Beef Cattle Production for the Calibration Data (58 randomly
selected respondents)

Number Classified
Into Those In
Production

Number Classified
Into Those Out
O f Production

N

(%)

N

(%)

In Production

30

(81)

7

(19)

Out O f Production

3

(14)

18

(86)
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Table V-8
Results o f Classification o f Producers by Discriminant Analysis into Those W ho are In
or Out o f B eef Cattle Production for the Test Data (All 231 respondents)

Number Classified
Into Those In
Production

Number Classified
Into Those Out
O f Production

N

(%)

N

(%)

In Production

113

(76)

36

(24)

Out O f Production)

25

(30)

57

(70)

C hapter VI. Conclusion

The descriptive and analytical parts o f the study demonstrate that:
The list frames o f Louisiana beef cattle producers need to be improved. Future
studies may need to use composite list frames;
On the average, Louisiana beef cattle producers do not carry out the
recommended breeding, herd health, and record-keeping practices for efficient
beef cattle production;
The Louisiana beef cattle producers are m otivated by expressive and intrinsic
values orientations just as much as by economic values;
Producers who were frequent users o f veterinary services are associated with
better breeding practices, herd health practices, record-keeping practices, and
economic motivation than either the moderate or non-users o f veterinary
services;
Producers who had higher economic motivation and educational level but poor
management practices were more likely to quit ranching than those with a
higher social motivation, lower educational level and relatively good
management practices.

LITERATURE CITED:
Bagley, C.P., and A. R. Schupp. 1988. Marketing Strategies Based Upon Seasonal
Pricing. Louisiana Cattleman, Jan. 1988.
Blackburn, D.J., G.L. Brinkman and H.C. Driver. 1982. Understanding Behavioral and
Economic Characteristics in W orking with Operators of Small Farms: A Case Study
in Ontario, Canada. In Progress in Rural Extension and Community Development.
Vol. 1 Ed. G.E. Jones and M.J. Rolls. John Wiley & Sons, Ltd.
Blood, D.C. 1973. The Future of Bovine Practice. In Proceedings. Ann. Meet., Am.
Assoc. Bov. Pract. 6:13-26.
Blood, D.C. 1974. Preventive Medicine and Infertility in Herd Health Programs. Proc.
Ann. Conv. Am. Assoc. Bov. Pract. 6:162-170.
Blood, D.C., R.S. Morris, N.B. W illiamson, C.M. Cannon, and R.M. Cannon. 1978. A
Health Program for Commercial Dairy Herds. 1. Objectives and Methods. Aust. Vet.
J. 54:207-215.
Boykin, C.C., H.C. Gilliam, and R.A. Gustafson. 1980. Structural Characteristics o f Beef
Cattle Raising in the United States. AER-450. U.S. Dept. Agr., Econ. State Coop.
Serv. Mar. 1980.
Bigras-Poulin, M., A.H. Meek, and S.W. Martin. 1984/85. Attitudes, M anagement
Practices, and Herd Performance — A Study o f Ontario Dairy Farm Managers. I.
Descriptive Aspects. Prev. Vet. Med. 3:227-240.

163

164

Bigras-Poulin, M., A.H Meek, and S.W. Martin. 1984/85. Attitudes, M anagement
Practices, and Herd Performance — A Study of Ontario Dairy Farm Managers. II.
Associations. Prev. Vet. Med. 3:241-250.
Boucher, R.W, and D.C. Huffman. Projected Costs and Returns for Beef Cattle, Dairy
Production, Swine Production and Forage Crops in Louisiana, 1986. DAE, Louisiana
Exp. Stat. Res. Report #643, 1986.
Brown, W.B., and N.B. Williamson. A Diagnostic Approach to Educating Minnesota
Dairy Fanners and Control of Bovine Mastitis. Prev. Vet. Med. 5:197-211.
Butler, C.P. 1974. Land Use on Southern Beef Production Farms. Southern Cooperative
Series Bulletin No. 186, March 1974.
Chapman, H.D. 1984. Louisiana Beef Cattle Production. Louisiana Cooperative Extension
Service Publication # 2239. L.S.U. Agricultural Center, Baton Rouge. 1984.
Chapman, H.D. 1987. The Beef Cattle Extra. Louisiana Cooperative Extension Service,
L.S.U. Agricultural Center, Vol. 17. # 6. Dec. 1987.
Charles, Charles and Associates. 1983. The Veterinary Services Market, Volumes 1 and
2. Funded by the American Veterinary Medical Association, pp 13.
Carpenter, J.C., H.E. Harris, J.I. Faezel, F.G. Hembry, K.L. Koonce, and D.D.
Huffman.D.C. 1979. Economic Implications of Producing Beef Calves with Four
Pasture Management Systems. Agricultural Experimental Station Bulletin. # 7 2 1 .
Baton Rouge. Oct. 1979.
Colman, G.P., H.R. Capener, K. Graham, and J. Brake. 1986. Farming: Another Way of
Doing Business. New Y ork’s Food and Life Sciences Quarterly. 16(4):6-8

165
Comeaux, S. The Costs of Producing Beef Cattle in South Louisiana. Unpublished
Masters Thesis, L.S.U. Baton Rouge, Dec. 1983.
Cosby, A.G., and L.M. Frank. A prestige Scale for Agricultural Occupations. Southern
Association of Agricultural Scientists, Rural Sociology Section, Houston, Texas, Feb.
1978.
Cowen, P., C.W. Schwabe, H.R. Rosenberg, R.H. Bondurant, C.E. Franti, and W.J.
Goodger. 1989. Reproductive M anagement Practices Among Tulare, California, Dairy
Herds: I. Census and Descriptive Studies. Prev. Vet. Med. 7:83-100.
Cowen, P., C.W. Schwabe, H.R. Rosenberg, R.H. Bondurant, C.E. Franti, and W J.
Goodger, W.J. 1989. Reproductive M anagement Practices Among Tulare, California,
Dairy Herds: II. Analytical Studies. Prev. Vet. Med. 7:101-111.
Dalrymple, W.H. 1905. Texas Fever: Being a General Summary o f our Knowledge o f the
Subject Todate. Baton Rouge, L.S.U. Agr. Exp; Stat. pg. 31.
Da Silva, O.C.M. An Economic Analysis o f Farm Organization o f Beef Cattle Production
in the Southwest Louisiana Rice Area. Unpublished Ph.D. Dissertation, L.S.U. Dec.
1977.
Danaye-Elmi, C., I.A. Gardner, D.W . Hird, and W.W. Utterback. 1986. National Animal
Health Monitoring System Evaluation of List Frames for Disease Surveillance
Sampling o f Beef Cattle and Comparison of NAHMS Pilot Project with Retrospective
Interview Data. Proc. Anim. Health Assoc. 90:73-85.
Deere, H.E. Factors Associated with Successful Dairy Production in Selected Areas of
Louisiana. Unpublished Ph.D. Dissertation, L.S.U. Dec. 1977.

166

Diesch, S.L., F.B. Martin, D.W. Johnson, and L.T. Christensen. 1974. The M innesota
Reporting System for Food Producing Animals. Proc. U.S. Anim. Flealth Assoc. 78:327.
Dohoo, I.R., S.W. Martin, A.H. Meek, and W.C.D. Sandals. 1982/83. Disease, Production
and Culling in Holstein-Friesian Cows: I. Data. Prev. Vet. Med. 1:321-334.
Dohoo, I.R., and S.W. Martin. 1984. Disease, Production and Culling in Holstein-Friesian
Cows: II. Age, Season, and Sire Effects. Prev. Vet. Med. 2:655-670.
Dohoo, I.R., and S.W. Martin. 1984. Disease, Production and Culling in Holstein-Friesian
Cows: III. Disease and Production as Determinants o f Disease. 2:671-690.
Dohoo, I.R., and S.W. Martin. 1984. Disease, Production and Culling in Holstein-Friesian
Cows: IV. Effects o f Disease on Production. Prev. Vet. Med. 2:755-770.
Dohoo, I.R., and S.W. Martin. 1984. Disease, Production and Culling in Holstein-Friesian
Cows: V. Survivorship. Prev. Vet. Med. 2:771-784.
Fielder, L.L., S.S. Kelly, and B.A. Nelson. Agricultural Statistics and Prices for
Louisiana, 1909-1985. Baton Rouge. D.A.E. Research Report #659. Sept. 1986.
Fowler, S.H. Care and M anagement o f Beef Herd Bulls. Baton Rouge. Animal Science
Dept. Mimeo Cir. 62-19, L.S.U. March 1962.
Fowler, S.H. Beef Cattle Production In The South. The Interstate Printers & Publishers,
Inc. Danville, Illinois 1979.
Frawley, J., J. Bohlen, and T. Breathnach. 1974-75. Personal and Social Factors Related
to Farming Performance in Ireland. Ir. J. Agric. Econ. Rur. Sociol. 5:157-181.

167
Frawley, J. 1985. Technological Developm ent and Change on Irish Farms. Proc. Econ.
Rur. W elfare Res. Centre 12th. Annu. Conf. Dublin, Ireland. D ec.3, 1985, 481-512.
Fredeen, H.T. 1983. Breeding Programs for a Commercial Cow -calf Herd. Veterinary
Clinics o f North America. Large Anim. Pract. 5( 1): 103-117.
Gardner, I., D.W. Hird, and B.R. Heron. 1985. National Animal Disease Detection System
Evaluation of List Frames for Disease Surveillance o f California Swine. Proc. U.S.
Anim. Health Assoc. 89:79-91.
Gasson, R. 1973. Goals and Values o f Farmers. J. Ag. Econ. 24(3):521-542.
Gilliam, H.C. The U.S. Beef Cow -C alf Industry. AER-515. U.S. Dept. Agr.,Econ. Res.
Serv. 1984.
Goodger, W.J. 1979. A Profile o f Health Delivery to the Beef Industry in California
Utilizing Survey Methods. Calif. Vet. 133(5):21-23.
Goodger, W.J. and J.E. Kushman. 1984/85. Measuring the Impact o f Different Service
Programs on Dairy Herd Health and Milk Production. Prev. Vet. Med. 3:211-225.
Goodger, W.J., and R. Ruppanner. 1982. Historical Perspective on the Development of
Dairy Practice. J. Am. Vet. Med. Assoc. 180:1294-1297.
Goodger, W.J., and R. Ruppanner. 1982. Why the Dairy Industry Does Not Make Greater
Use o f Veterinarians. J. Am. Vet. Med. Assoc. 181:706-710.
Goodger, W.J., R. Ruppanner, B.D Slenning, and J.E. Kushman. 1984. An Approach to
Scoring Management on Large Scale Dairies. J. Dairy Sc. 67:675-685.

168

Goodger, W.J., S. Repp, and E. Galland. 1988. Toward Developing an Instrument for
Measuring Milking M anagement Practices. Proc. Int. Symp. Epid. Econ. 5:129-132.
Ed. W illeberg, P., Agger, J.F., and Riemann, H.P. Copenhagen, Denmark. July 25-29.
Graham, K., and J. Brake. 1986. Losing the Family Farm. New Y ork’s Food and Life
Sciences Quarterly. 16(4):9-10.
Hardy, M. The Economics o f Beef Cattle Production and M arketing in North Louisiana.
Unpublished Masters Thesis, L.S.U. Baton Rouge. Dec. 1983.
Heider, L.E., D.M. Galton, and H.L. Barr. 1980. Dairy Herd Reproductive Health
Programs Compared with Traditional Practice. J. Am. Vet. Med. Assoc. 176:743-746.
Hjerpe, C.A. 1970. The Veterinarian and Food Animal Practice. Southwest Vet. 23:271274.
Hess, C.V., and L.F. Miller. 1954. Some Personal, Economic, and Sociological Factors
Influencing Dairym en’s Actions and Success. Penn. Agric. Exp. Stat. Bull. University
Park, PA. # 577.
Hobbs, D.J., G.M. Beal, and J.M. Bohlen. 1964. The Relation o f Farm operator Values
and Attitudes to their Economic Performance. Iowa State University Dept, o f Econ.
and Socol., Rur. Soc. Report Ames, Iowa # 33.
Hoffpauir, R.R. A Comparison of Calf Crop Percentage to Selected M anagement Practices
o f Beef Cattle Producers of Jafferson Davis Parish, Louisiana, 1968. Unpublished
Masters thesis, L.S.U. Jan 1970.
Hugh-Jones, M., and K. Womack. 1983. Louisiana Cow-Calf Calender. Office o f Public
Programs, School o f Veterinary Medicine, L.S.U.

169
Huffman, D. and R.W. Boucher. Projected Costs and Returns for Beef Cattle, Dairy
Production, and Forage Crops in Louisiana. Baton Rouge. D.A.E. Research Report #
576. L.S.U. Jan. 1981.
Janzen, E.D. 1983. Health and Production Records for the Beef Herd. Veterinary Clinics
of North America: Large Aim. Pract. 5(1): 15-28.
Jones, H.M., R.H. Dunlop, and H.S. Hawkins. The Recognition of Beef Cattle Diseases
by Farmers and Use o f Veterinary Services. In Australian Advances In Veterinary
Science, 1979. Ed. M.G. Cooper. Artarmon, NSW 2064, Australia. Aust. Vet. Assoc.
134-136.
Kleinbaum, D.G., and L.L. Kupper. Applied Regression Analysis and Other Multivariate
Methods. Duxbury Press, North Scituate, MS 1978. Pg. 556.
Knox, J.W., D.C. Huffman, and K.W. Paxton. An Economic Comparison o f Intensive
Beef Cow-Calf Programs with Cotton and Soybeans. Baton Rouge. Agr. Exp. Stat.
Bull. # 728. Jan 1980.
Knox, J.W., P.E. Humes, K.L. Koonce, and D.K. Babcock. Straightbred and Crossbred
Beef Cattle Performance in Louisiana. Baton Rouge. Agr. Exp. Stat. Bull. # 740.
L.S.U. Sept. 1982
Louisiana Summary: 1987. Agriculture and Natural Resources. Louisiana Cooperative
Extension Service. L.S.U. Agricultural Center.
Louisiana Summary: 1988. Agriculture and Natural Resources. Louisiana Cooperative
Extension Service. L.S.U. Agricultural Center.

170

Louisiana Summary: 1989. Agriculture and Natural Resources. Louisiana Cooperative
Extension Service. L.S.U. Agricultural Center.
Lytle, S.A. Morphological Characteristics and Relief-Soils in Louisiana. Bull. # 6 3 1 .
Louisiana Agric. Exp. Stat., Nov. 1968.
MacEachern, G.A., D.W. Thomas, and L.M. Eisgruber. 1962. Analysis of Human
Attributes and their Relationship to Performance Level o f Farm Tenants. Purdue Agr.
Exp. Stat. Res. Bull., Lafayette, Ind. #751.
Malone, J.B., A.F. Loyacano, C.B. Parsons, and M.E. Hugh-Jones. 1980. Liverfluke
Disease: New Antihelmintic May Help Reduce Economic Loss. The Louisiana
Cattleman. 1980:4-5.
Martin, S.W., C.W. Schwabe, and C.E. Franti. 1975. Dairy Calf Mortality Rate: Influence
of M anagement and Housing Factors on Calf Mortality Rate in Tulare County,
California. Am. J. Vet. Res. 36:1111-1114.
Miller, G.Y., E. Spangler, and C.R. Dorn. 1987. Veterinary Service Usage and Animal
Ownership in Ohio, U.S.A: Results of Telephone Surveys in 1983 and 1984. Prev.
Vet. Med. 4:435-446.
Min, B.K. A Comparison of B eef Production Costs Among Areas in Louisiana.
Unpublished Masters Thesis. L.S.U. 1974.
Mooney, P.H. 1986. Farming, Rationality, and Craftship: Beyond X-efficiency. Agr. Hum.
Values. 3(4):54-58.
Morgan, H.A. 1905. The Texas Cattle Fever Tick Situation and the Eradication of the
Tick by Pasture Rotation. Baton Rouge: L.S.U. Agr. Exp. Stat. Pg. 15.

171

Muggen, G. 1969. Human Factors and Farm Management. A Review o f the Literature.
Wld. Agric. Econ. Sociol. Abstr. 11: 1-11.
National Research Council. 1974. A Nationwide System for Animal Health Surveillance.
Committee on Animal Health. National Research Council, W ashington D.C,56pp.
New Jr., J.C., W.L. Sanders, and V.C. Beal. 1990. Enrollment o f Tennesse Beef Herds
in the National Animal Health M onitoring System. Prev. Vet. Med. 8:191-202.
Newton, M.B. 1972. Atlas o f Louisiana: A Guide for Students. Baton Rouge, School of
Geoscience, L.S.U. 1972. Pg. 188.
Nielson, J. 1962. The Michigan Township Extension Experiment: The Farm Families...
their Attitudes, Goals, and Goal Achievement. Michigan Agr. Exp. Stat. Techn. Bull.,
East Lansing, Mich. # 287.
Parham, A.P. W inter Feeding Beef Calves Pays. Agric. Ext. Publications # 1315. Baton
Rouge. Agr. Ext. Serv., L.S.U. 1962.
Penson, J.B., R.D. Pope, and M.L. Cook. 1986. Introduction To Agricultural Economics.
Prentice-Hall, Englewood Cliffs, New Jersey. Pg. 556.
Petritz, D.C., S.P. Erickson, and J.H. Armstrong. The Cattle and Beef Industry in the
United States: Buying, Selling, Pricing. CES P a p e r# 93. Ind. Coop. Ext. Ser., Purdue
Univ. 1982.
Pond, G.A., and W.W. Wilcox. 1932. A Study o f the Human Factor in Farm
Management. J. Farm Econ. Urbana 111. 14:470-479.
Radostits, O.M. 1983. Animal Health and Production In the Commercial Beef Herd and
Feedlot. Veterinary Clinics o f North America: Large Anim. Pract. 5(1):3-14.

172

Radostits, O.M., and D.C. Blood. Herd Health: A Textbook o f Health and Production
Management of Agricultural Animals. 1985. W.B. Saunders Company, Philadelphia
PA.
Reiling, S.D. and F.H. W eigmann. Louisiana Agriculture: Economic Trends and Current
Status. Bull. # 7 1 8 . Center for Agricultural Science and Rural Development. Agr.
Exp. Stat. June 1979.
Research Services, 1979. Pet M edical Care Study. Completed for the Morris Animal
Foundation, funded by the American Animal Hospital Association, pp. 12-13.
Rice, L.E. 1984. Reproductive H erd Health M anagement in Beef Cows. Bovine:400-408.
Rodgers, E.M. Diffusion of Innovations. New York. The Free Press, 1962.
Rogers, E.M., and J.R. Burge. Social Change in Rural Societies. Appleton-Century-Crofts,
New York, 472pp., 1972.
Salman, M.D., M.E. King, T.E. W ittum, C.R. Curtis, K.G. Odde, and R.G. Mortimer.
1990. The National Animal Health M onitoring System in Colorado Beef Herds:
Disease Rates and their Associated Costs. Prev. Vet. Med. 8:203-214.
SAS Institute Inc. SAS U ser’s Guide. Version 5 Edition. Cary, NC: SAS Institute Inc.
1290 Pg. 1987.
Schumacher, B.A., W.J. Day, M.C. Amacher, and B.J. Miller. 1988. Soils of the
Mississippi River Alluvial Plain in Louisiana. Agr. Exp. Stat. Bull. No. 631. L.S.U.
Baton Rouge, Louisiana.
Schupp, A.R. 1975. W intergrazing Beef Cattle on Louisiana Farms. D.A.E. Research
Report No. 490, Baton Rouge, L.S.U. Agr. Exp. Stat., June 1975.

173

Siegel, S., and N.J. Castellan. Nonparametric Statistics For The Behavioral Sciences.
Second Edition. 1988. MacGraw-Hill Book Company. Pg. 399.
Tarabla, H.D., and K. Dodd. 1988. Bovine Mastitis: Human and M anagement Factors.
Associations with Milk Yield and M ilk Quality. In Proc. o f the 5th. Int. Symp. Vet.
Epid. Econ. pp. 116-118. Ed. W illeberg, P., Agger, J.F., and Riemann, H.P.
Copenhagen, Denmark. July 25-29.
Trant, M.J., and G.L. Brinkman. 1979. A Classification o f Lim ited Resource Farmers.
Can. Ferm Econ. 14(l-2):21-29.
Trenkle, A., and R.L. W illham. 1977. B eef Production Efficiency. Science:198:1009-1015.
Voth, D.E., R. Bernstein, and J. Omohundro, J. Technical Overview: Socio-Economic
Issues in Brucellosis Eradication. Sept. 1985.
W atkins, B.J. The Association o f Selected Variables with Beef Production Practices of
Farmers in Richland Parish, Louisiana, 1967. Unpublished Masters Thesis, L.S.U.
Aug. 1967.
W ilcox, W.W. 1932. The Human Factor from the Viewpoint o f Farm M anagement. J.
Farm Econ. Urbana, 111. 14 (1): 119-127.
Wilcox, W.W., A. Boss, and G.A. Pond. 1932. Relation of Variation in the Human Factor
to Financial Returns in Farming. Minn. Agr. Exp. Stat. Bull. St. Paul, Minn. #288.
Wilcox, W.W., and O.G. Lloyd. 1932. The Human Factor in the M anagement o f Indiana
Farms. Ind. Agr. Exp. Stat. Bull. Lafayette, Ind. #369.
W illiamson, F.W. Yesterday and Today in Louisiana Agriculture. Hauser Printing
Company. 1940.

174

W iltbank, J.N. Maintenance o f High Level o f Reproductive Performance in the Beef
Cow-Herd. Symposium on Herd Health M anagement-cow-Calf. (5)1:41-57, 1983.
W iltbank, J.N., E.J. W arwick, and E.H. Vernon. 1961. Factors Affecting Net Calf Crop
in Beef Cattle. J. Anim. Sc. 20:409-415.
Wise, J.K. 1987. U.S. Market for Food Animal Veterinary M edical Services. J. Am. Vet.
Med. Assoc. 190:1530-1533.
Wise, J.K. 1988. Livestock Producers Rating o f Alternative Veterinary Information
Sources. J. Am. Vet. Med. Assoc. 192:808-810
W ittum, T.E., M.D. Salman, C.R. Curtis, M.E. King, K.G. Odde, and R.G. Mortimer.
1990. The National Animal Health M onitoring System for Colorado Beef Herds:
M anagement and their Association with Disease Rates. Prev. Vet. Med. 8:215-225.
Woolf, W.F., B.J. Vidrine, and D.C. Huffman. 1978. Costs and Returns for B eef Cattle:
Southwestern Louisiana Rice Area, 1977. Baton Rouge: D.A.E. Research Report No.
531, Dept, o f Agricultural Economics and Agribusiness, L.S.U. April 1978.

A ppendix

I: Q uestionnaire sent to those produces who were still in b eef cattle
p r o d u c t io n
SOCIOECONOMIC ASPECTS OF BEEF CATTLE
PRODUCTION IN LOUISIANA, 1988

1.

Survey No.:

3.

Parish:

4.

How is your farm business organized?

5.

If partnership, how many partners do you have?

6.

What is the total acreage of your farm, rented land inclusive?

7.

H ow many acres are devoted to:

8.

In 1988, what was the number of:

2.

Date:

Sole proprietor
Partnership
Corporation
O ther

Beef Production
Other Commodities
Brahman
Registered bulls
Registered cows
Unregistered bulls
Unregistered cows

9.

H ow many acres of pasture did you have?

Hay m eadows
Open pastures

10.

Did you maintain your pasture by:

Clipping
Open pastures

11.

If you clipped, a n d /o r limed /fertilized
you pasture, would you say these were
done on half or less, or more than half of
your total pasture acreage each year?

12.

Which periods of the year do you usually breed your cows?
Brahman
M ay-June
_______________
A pril-June
Jan - Mar
_______________
Dec - Feb
Year-round
_______________
Year-round
Others
(months) Others

13.

Half or less
More than half

What is the length of the breeding period in you herd?
(a) 60 days or less
(b) 61 - 90 days
(c) 91 -120 days
(d) 121 -180 days
(e) 181 - 365 days
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O ther

_
_
_
_

O ther

(months)

176
14.

What percent of your yearly calf-crop
is bom in spring or fall?

15.

What were the number of calves bom in 1988?______

16.

Do you give supplementary feed to your cattle?

Spring
F a ll

%crop
_________
_________

Hay____________________ Supplementary Protein
Registered Cattle
Unregistered Cattle
17.

Do you breed your cows to:
Improved bulls
Pure-bred bulls

18.

19.

20.

21.

Yes
_____________
_____________

No
________
________

(a) Do you use artificial insemination?_________________ Yes_______
(b) If yes, what percentage of your cows are
artificially bred?

No._

(a) What is the culling rate in your herd?
(b) Do you cull and replace brood cows that
repeat breed or have delayed conception?

%
Yes_______

Do you have a veterinarian examine and
treat your herd for:
Regularly
Prebreeding examination and evaluation
(a ) Brood cows_______________________________
(b) Bulls_____________________________ _______
Pregnancy diagnosis
_______
Nutritional problems
_______
W orm s/liverflukes
_______

As N eeded
_______
_______
_______
_______
_______

Do vaccinate against the following diseases:
Yes
Brucellosis
_______
Leptospirosis
_______
Anaplasm osis
_______
V ibriosis
_______
Anthrax
_______
B lackleg
_______
Malignant edema_____________________________________ _______
IBR
_______
PI
_______
BVD
Do you control against internal parasites
and liverfluke:
Was your herd brucella-tested?
If yes, were any test-positive animals
found in your herd?

Yes

No

Yes

No

Yes

No

(%)_

No_

N ever
_______
_______
_______
_______
_______
No
_____
_____
_____
_____
_____
_____
_____
_____
_____
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24.

25.

What types of records do you keep?
(a ) Cow identification
__
(b) Date of AI breeding
__
(c) Pregnancy test results
__
(d) Calf birth dates
__

(e)
(f)
(g)
( h)

Do you have the following
facilities/equipm ent?

Yes

Health records
Vaccination records
Date of abortions
Records of deaths or sales
Age or
Conditions (years)
<5
6-10
10>

No

Corrals and working pens
Working chutes
Sick pens
Cattle trailer
Tractor
Pick-up
Hay rake
Hay baler
26.

27.

28.

29.

Do members of your family and/or others
help you in your beef cattle operation?
Spouse
Children
N eighbors/friends
R elatives

Yes

Number
Full-tim e
Part-tim e

H ow much full-time and part-time labor do you
hire on a regular basis?
H ow many cattle did you sell in 1988?

No

W eaning
Calves

Stockers

H ow do you market your animals?
C alves
(a) Farm sale
_______________
(b) Local auction
_______________
(c) Private sale________________________ _______________
(d) Purebred consignment________________ _______________

30.

(a)
(b)

31.

32.

Is beef marketing your major
source of income?
If NO, what is your occupation?

What
(i)
(ii)
( ii i)

Yes____________

Adults

Adult and Cull
Stock
______________
______________
______________
______________
No____________

________________________________________________

was your gross income from off-farm employment in 1988?
Less than $10,000_______________________________________ _______________
$10,000 - $20,000_______________________________________________________
More than $20,000______________________________________ _______________

Age________ years
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33.

Highest education level completed (circle one)
(a ) None
(b)
Elementary
(c)
H igh School
(d) C ollege

34.

H ow important are the reasons listed below for your being into cattle production?
Check appropriate responses.
Very
Important

Important

Less
Important

(a )

Instrumental (Economic)_______________________________________________________
(i)
Making profit
(i i )
As a long term source
of income
(iii)
Expanding the business

(b)

Social
(i)
(i i )
(iii)
(i v)

(i)
(ii )
(iii)

(d)

Gaining recognition and
prestige as a rancher
Belonging to the farming
cornmurritv
Continuing the family
tradition
Working with other
members of the family

Feeling pride of
ownership
Gaining self-respect for
doing a worthwhile job
M eeting a challenge and
achieving an objective

Intrinsic
(i)
Enjoyment and feeling
relaxed with animals
(ii )
Preference for a healthy,
outdoor farming life
(iii)
Putting value in hard work
(i v ) Independence and freedom
from supervision to organize
one's time
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Appendix II:

Questionnaire sent t those producers who had left beef cattle production
SOCIOECONOMIC ASPECTS OF BEEF CATTLE
PRODUCTION IN LOUISIANA

1.

Survey N o.

3.

Parish:

4.

In which year did you come out of beef cattle production?

5.

H ow was your farm business organized?

6.

If partnership, how many partners did you have?

7.

What was the influence of the high cost of beef cattle operation in determining your going
out of business?

Date:

______

(b) Little

Sole proprietor
Partnership
Corporation
O ther

_______

(c)N on e

_______

What was the influence of cattle prices on your decision to go out of beef cattle
production?
(a) Much

9.

2.

________________________

(a) Much
8.

________________

______

(b) Little

_______

(c) N one___________

Did your family influence you to quit beef cattle production?
Yes

_______

Som ew hat

N ever

_______

10.

Before going into beef cattle production, did you assist your Father or Mother in beef
cattle operation?
Yes
N o___ ____________

11.

Please share with us any reasons that may have influenced you to go out of beef cattle
production:

12.

What was (is) the total acreage of your farm,
rented land inclusive?

13.

What other agricultural commodities were (are) you producing on your farm?
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14.

Are you still involved in the production of other agricultural products?
Yes

No

________

15.

In your last year of beef cattle production, how many
acres were devoted to beef cattle production?____________________________

16.

(a) Did you convert your beef cattle production land to the production of other
commodities?
Yes
No
________
(b) If yes, what produce did you substitute for beef cattle production?

17.

In your last year of beef production, what were the numbers of:
Brahman
Registered bulls
_________
Registered cow s
_________
Unregistered bulls
_________
Unregistered cows
_________

O ther

18

H ow many acres of pasture did you have?

19.

Did you maintain your pasture by: C lipping
L im ing/fertilization

20

If you clipped an d /or lim ed/fertilized your pasture, would you say these were done on
half or less, or more than half of your total pasture acreage each year?
__________
Half or less
More than half

21.

What periods of the year did you usually breed your cows?
Brahman
_______________
April - June
May - June
Jan - Mar
_______________
Dec - Feb
Year-round
_______________
Year-round
O thers
(months) Others

22.

Hay M eadows
Open Pastures

O ther

(months)

What percent of your yearly calf-crop was born in Spring or Fall?
% Crop
Spring
Fal l

23.

(a) What was the number of calves bom in your last year of beef production?
(b) What was the number of deaths among your
(i) calves
________
(ii) cow s
________
(iii) bulls
_______
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24.

Did you give supplementary feed to your cattle? Yes
If yes, then

_______

No

Registered Cattle
Unregistered Cattle
25.

Did you breed your cows to:
Yes
Improved Bulls__________________________________ _______
Pure-bred Bulls__________________________________ _______

26.

(a) Did you use artificial insemination

Yes

No
______
______
No

(b) If yes, what percentage of your brood cows were artificially bred?

____________%

______________________________________

27.

What w as the replacement rate in your herd?

28.

Did you call on a veterinarian to examine your heard on a regular basis, as needed, or
never?
Regularly
________
As N eeded____________________
N ever
________

29.

While you were in beef production, did you vaccinate against the following diseases?
Brucellosis___________________________________________ _______
______
Leptospirosis_________________________________________ _______
______
Anaplasm osis________________________________________ _______
______
V ibriosis_____________________________________________ _______
______
Anthrax_____________________________________________ _______
______
B lackleg_____________________________________________ _______
______
Malignant edema_____________________________________ _______
______
IBR__________________________________________________ _______
______
PI___________________________________________________ _______
______
BV D_________________________________________________ _______

30.

Did you have a strategic control program against internal parasites and liverflukes or
did you treat when your cattle looked sick?
Strategic treatment
Yes
_______
No
____

31.

Was your heard Bang (Brucellosis) tested?

32.

________

No

If yes, were any test-positive animals ever found in your herd?
Yes
_______

No

Did you keep written records on your heard?

No

If yes, did you keep records of the following?
(a) C ow identification
_______
(b) Date of AI breeding
_______
(c) Pregnancy test results
______
(d) Calf birth dates
_______

Yes

Yes

(e)
(f)
(g)
(h )

________

Health records
Vaccination records
Date of abortions
Records of deaths or sales
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33.

Do you have the following
facilities/equipm ent?

Yes

No

_______
_______
_______
_______
_______
_______
_______
_______

_______
_______
_______
_______
_______
_______
_______
_______

Age or
Conditions (years)
<5

Corrals and working pens
Working chutes
Sick pens
Cattle trailer
Tractor
Pick-up
H ay rake
Hay baler
34.

35.
36.

37.

10>

Did members of your family a n d /or others help you in your beef cattle operation?
Yes
No
Spouse
_______
______
Children
_______
____ _
N eighbors/friends
_______
______
Rel ati ves
Could you hire labor with adequate skills?

Yes

_______

No

While you were in the cattle business, how did you market your animals?
Adult and Cull
C alves
(a ) Farm sale
(b) Local auction
(c) Private sale
(d ) Purebred consignment
(a) Was beef marketing your major
source of income?
(b) If no, what was (is) your occupation?

38.

6-10

Age________ years

Yes

No

Stock
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39.

H ighest education level completed (circle one)
(a) None
(b) Elementary
(c)
H igh School
(d) College

40.

During the time you were involved in beef cattle production, how important did you
consider the following possible reasons for keeping cattle? Check appropriate responses.
Very
Important______ Important

Less
Important

(a )

Eoonornic_____________________________________________________________________
(i)
Making profit
(i i )
As a long term source
of income
(iii)
Expanding the business

(b)

Social
(i )
(ii )
(iii)
( i v)

(i)
(i i )
(iii)

(d)

Gaining recognition and
prestige as a rancher
Belonging to the farming
communitv
Continuing the family
tradition
Working with other
members of the family

Feeling pride of
ownership
Gaining self-respect for
doing a worthwhile job
Meeting a challenge and
achieving an objective

Intrinsic
(i )
Enjoyment and feeling
relaxed with animals
(ii)
Preference for a healthy,
outdoor farming life
(iii)
Putting value in hard work
( i v ) Independence and freedom
from supervision to organize
one's time
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